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THE CRIPPLED STATE of the Court of Appeal in 
Chancery seems, if we may judge from sundry ob- 
servations which have lately appeared in the public 
papers, to have at last attracted the notice of the public, 
and we may, perhaps, reasonably hope that something 
will at no distant period be done to remedy the evil. 
As soon as it became definitely know that the Govern- 
ment did not intend to fill up Lord Justice Selwyn’s 
place, we pointed out the inconveniences which might be 
expected to result from so ill-advised a parsimony, but the 
Times and the Chancellor of the Exchequer were too strong, 
and “the saving of £6,000 a-year” a bribe too great, and 
accordingly the claims of the suitors in equity have been 
unheeded, 

Now it turns out, as we understand, that this saving 
is, without legislative interference, purely imaginary ; 
that Lord Justice Selwyn’s successor will be entitled to 
his salary as from Lord Justice Selwyn’s death; and that 
all that the Government will have gained by keeping the 
court for the best part of the legal year in a state of 
inefficiency will have been the right to hand over to the 
fortunate individual upon whom they may eventually 
confer the vacant office nine months’ salary (£4,500), for 
which he will have done exactly nothing. 

The Appellate Jurisdiction Bill, if it should pass into 
law, would save them from this difficulty, because by 
that bill no new Lord Justice is to be appointed, and the 
salary of the Judgeof Appeal to beappointed at once under 
its provisions to do the work of a Lord Justice would of 
course commence only from his appointment. Our 
readers can therefore easily comprehend, first, that the 
Government is especially anxious to carry the bill in 
question without delay (and therein, on totally different 
grounds, they have our best wishes); and secondly, that so 
long as there is any reasonable hope that the bill will 
become law in the course of this session no new Lord 
Justice will be appointed. 

We believe that, if the bill should eventually be with- 
drawn, no further time will be lost in filling up the 
vacancy, 














THE PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS (BALLOT) BILL, 
which has been introduced into the House of Commons, 
is important, not only as a political measure, but also in 
its effect upon election law. To discuss its political 
merits or demerits scarcely comes within our province, 
but the details of the measure and the machinery by 
which its objects are to be effected will have a special 
interest to our readers. The bill not being as yet printed, 
we cannot now do more than draw attention to a few 
points. It is proposed that the ballot shall be taken ‘in 
such a manner as to admit of a subsequent scrutiny. 
This is to be done by means of a number on the coun- 


that there should be some means of checking the re- 
sult declared by the returning officer, as without it there 
would be constant doubts as to the fairness of the pro- 
ceeding. We do not imagine, however, that scrutinies 
properly so called are likely to be very frequent. It will be 


| diminished. 


scrutiny was prayed for in several petitions, there were 
only about three cases in which it was really gone into. 
If we understand the scheme rightly, the public or at all 
events, the candidates and theiragents will be able, after 
the election, to inspect the voting papers so as to see that 
the numbers for each candidate are correctly entered, and 
also to see thelist of electors who have received voting papers 
and have voted. They will not, however, be allowed to 
see the counterfoils by which the papers of particular 


’ voters are identified. The result is that upon a scruitny 


the candidates would have to object to the votes of per- 
sons whose votes they believe themselves able to show to 
be bad, without knowing for certain which way they 
have voted. The class of persons who vote without a 
right to do so, and whose votes can be struck off ona 
scrutiny, are exactly the class whose statements as to the 
manner in which they had voted, would not be very 
reliable. Thus the difficulties which at present exist to 
hinder a defeated candidate from obtaining a 
seat upon a scrutiny, would be increased and not 
The cases in which scrutinies are now 
usually successful are those in which some one whole- 
sale objection applies to a large number of voters, such, 
for instance, as the second Bewdley petition in 1869. 
In such cases, under the present system, the manner in 
which the voters have voted being known, it can now be 
seen beforehand that if a favourable decision on the one 
point can be obtained, it will turn the election. But 
with the secret system this can never be known, so that 
a scrutiny will be even more of a speculation than it is 
at present, and so expensive that it is not likely to be 
often resorted to. There is, however, one new point 
which will arise, and that is as to the reception or rejection 
of voting papers. No person who has not actual experience 
injsuch matters can tell what mistakes are made by persons 
such as constitute a large proportion of our voters 
in filling up the simplest form. The plan proposed is 
that the voter shall simply have to strike out the names 
of those for whom he does not vote, leaving in the names 
of one or more candidates not exceeding in number the 
number for whom he has a right to vote. This certainly 
is simple enough in theory, but we venture to think that 
in practise numerous mistakes will be made, especially 
when it is remembered that the act is to be done in secret, 
and that no assistance can be given to the voter. It is 
probable that one of the results of the new system will 
be that more candidates will go to the poll than hereto- 
fore, and that will, of course, increase the voter’s diffi- 
culty. Of course, objections to the voting papers will be 
patent to the candidate’s agents, and we imagine that if 
the Government bill passes the scrutinies of the future 
will principally be brought where objections can be taken 
to the reception or rejection of voting papers by the re- 
turning officer. 





THE MARRIAGE WITH DECEASED WIFE’s SISTER BILL 
passed through committee last week, and will, in all pro- 
bability, be soon forwarded tothe House of Lords, whence 
it has already been ejected four times, though by lessen- 
ing majorities. There being no Scriptural prohibition 
of such marriages, the question remains one of mere ex- 
pediency. Asa legal journal we feel it our province to 
treat of parliamentary measures rather from the jurist’s 
than the political economist’s point of view—to comment 
on changes in the practical rules and machinery by 
which justice is to be administered, rather than to 
criticise the abstract merits of legislative changes at 
large. Yet we cannot forbear from adding our voice to 
the yearly increasing multitude which urges the ex- 
pediency of this reform. We have perused attentively 
from time to time the arguments which its opponents 
have advanced, but we have met with nothing which we 
could imagine a reasonable man advancing seriously. 
Where a married sister is dead and the husband and the 
surviving sister desire to renew the tie, it will be a boon 
to enable them to do so; itis said, however, that the 





remembered that at the last general election though a 


possibility of such a union will estrange the parties dur- 
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ing the wife’s lifetime, and after her death will either 
deprive the children of the care of their aunt, or turn the 
good aunt into a bad stepmother. These objections are 
very fanciful, and, we believe, that all people, women 
included, are much more sensible than the objectors 
apparently would admit them to be ; nor can we under- 
stand the principle on which it is supposed that the sister, 
who of all women in the world is likely to be a tender 
guardian for the motherless children, should become 
deteriorated and soured in consequence of the marriage, 
which makes it her express duty to care for them. 

In the early Christian Church the feeling upon the 
subject of marriage seems to have bordered upon fanati- 
cism. That a widower should marry was highly disap- 
proved of, and that he should marry a third time was 
accounted simply abominable. LEcclesiastics being the 
first English lawyers, many strangely inconvenient re- 
strictions were imported into the English law, which in 
process of time dropped simply from their inconvenience. 
The statute 28 Hen. 8, c. 7, however, into the history of 
which we need not now enter, forbad marriage with a 
deceased wife’s sister, declaring such marriages to be 
“contrary to God’s law ;” the statute itself is repealed, 
but its declarations were repeated in the subsequent Acts 
of 28 Hen. 8, c. 16 and 32 Hen. 8,c. 38. It was still, 
however, the law that marriages within the prohibited 
degreesof both affinity and consanguinity were notactually 
void but merely voidable by sentence of an ecclesias- 
tical court, and that only if the proceedings were begun 
during the lifetime of the parties. Lord Lyndhurst’s 
Act, 5 & 6 Will. 4,c. 54, placed the law upon a different 
footing by enacting that no marriages made previously 
to that Act should be annulled for affinity, but that future 
marriages between prohibited degrees of affinity should 
be absolutely void. And in Brook v. Brook (9 H. L. 
193), the House of Lords decided that as regards mar- 
riages contracted in foreign countries between persons 
domiciled in England, the lea loci contractus is binding 
only as regards the solemnities with which the marriage 
is to be celebrated, and not so far as to legalise a marriage 
between parties whom the English law has forbidden to 
intermarry. 

Such being the short history of the matter, Mr. T. 
Chambers proposes (saving all questions relating to pro- 
perty which may depend on previous marriages, and 
saving all cases in which after the marriage with the 
deceased wife’s sister either of the parties has lawfully 
married any other person) to authorise marriage with 
deceased wife’s sister both in future and retrospectively. 
We are aware that our marriage law demands a thorough 
reconsideration en bloc, and we are in general decided 
opponents of piecemeal amendments. In this instance, 
however, we should prefer to have this change made at 
once rather than continue the present state of hardship 
for an indefinite period, though we do not see why mar- 
riage with a deceased husband’s brother should not be 
legalised at the same time. While, however, we earnestly 
desire to see this alteration in the law, we cannot but 
disapprove highly of making it by a retrospective enact- 
ment, Just or unjust, the law is still the law : we must 
uphold it in practice, though we may amend it for the 
future. To sanction previous breaches of the law in the 
manner proposed by this bill cannot fail to have a most 
unsalutary influence, whether it be regarded asa precedent, 
or as an incentive toa small esteem of other prohibitions. 





THE RECENT REDUCTION of the Government estab- 
lishments eastward of London caused considerable num- 
bers of people to remove, some to great distances. As 
these removals were preceded by want of employment, 
it is hardly surprising that many of these people left 
debts behind them, The tradesmen have been suing for 
their debts at the Greenwich and Woolwich County 
Courts, obtaining the leave of the registrar to send 
the summonses for service to distant places, as provided 
by the rules of practice, on the ground that the contracts 
arose within the district, or that the debtors had resided 





as, 


there within the last six months. Numbers of these- 
debtors on receiving their summonses have written to. 
the court complaining that they have been greatly over- 
charged, and also alleging that they are at the mercy of’ 
their creditors because they are unable to bear the ex- 
pense of travelling long distances to defend the actions, 
some of them adding that loss of their newly-acquired 
employment would follow even a short absence from it, 
Some of the writers of the letters charge their creditors 
with having deliberately made overcharges in the belief 
that the distance of the debtors rendered defence im- 
possible. " 

In a matter like this it is easier to see the hardship. 
than to devise the remedy. Clearly the creditor is en- 
titled, not only by the rules but by the natural justice 
of the case, to sue a removing debtor in the district in 
which the debt was contracted. Whatever compassion 
may be felt for persons suddenly and unexpectedly de- 
prived of their livelihood, it is indisputable that the 
debtor who removes to a distance leaving unpaid debts 
behind him is not entitled to complain of the inconve- 
nience of returning to look after his own interests, Still 
such circumstances afford a strong temptation to unprin-- 
cipled tradesmen to swindle the defaulters by overcharges 
which they will probably be unable to resist, and it is 
very desirable that some remedy should be devised for 
this. We trust that the point may not be lost sight of in 
the county court reform bill now in preparation under- 
the auspices of the Judicature Commission. Perhaps a 
variation of the existing rule which entitles a defendant 
to treble costs if he is sued again after judgment has been 
given in his favour, would meet such cases as those of the 
Greenwich fugitives. The variation might take some- 
thing like this shape :—Where a summons is served out 
of the district of the issuing court and the defendant: 
admits in writing a portion of the demand a certain 
number of days before the day of hearing, let him be 
entitled to treble costs unless the plaintiff makes out a 
case for more than the sum admitted. If the same prin- 
ciple, but with only the ordinary costs, were applied to 
all cases where part of a claim is admitted, and the de- 
fendant has not been summoned’ from a “foreign dis- 
trict,” it would bea great check upon wilful overcharges. 





IT SEEMS THAT AFTER ALL the Supreme Court of the 
United States are not going to re-open their decision 
against the validity of the “legal tender’? Act. The 
appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court in such cases 
extends, as American law papersinform us, only to those 
cases in which the decision of the State Court is against 
the validity of the enactment. Therefore if any one of 
the “ greenback ” persuasion can induce one of the State 
Courts to give a decision in favour of the Act, there 
would be no appeal from such a ruling. Whether sucha 
decision is possible after the solemn determination of the 
Supreme Court, is, of course, a matter on which we can 
form no opinion. 





IN PARLIAMENT THIS WEEK there has been a sudden 
rush to the front by various measures all more or less in- 
teresting to our readers. Several of these we notice 
below. The Women’s Disabilities or Parliamentary 
Franchise Bill was after all thrown out on the order for 
going into committee, and thus we are again relieved for 
the present from an, in our opinion, ill-advised measure. 
We shall notice next week the bill to restrain the sale of 
next presentations, 


On TUESDAY LAST THE Court of Queen’s Bench pro- 
nounced sentence on the Bridgwater and Norwich 
bribery delinquents. Fennelly was sentenced to twelve 
months imprisonment and a fine of £1,000 ;. Hardiment,. 
already under sentence for bribery at a municipal elec- 
tion, was condemned to six months further imprison- 
ment ; Hulme, in consideration of his labouring under 
@ cancerous disease, was not imprisoned,.and received 
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only a fine of £100, Of Dr. Kinglake’s case the Court 
| thought sufficiently favourable to inflict nothing heavier 
than a fine of £200. The Lord Chief Justice availed him- 
gelf of the opportunity of stating that the Court would 
deem it its duty to subject offenders convicted of future 
pribery to the most degrading and humiliating form of 
punishment by refusing to class them as first-class mis- 
demeanants, 

The feeling of the legal profession is that these sen- 
tences are not one whit too severe. When all classes 
unite in regarding bribery not only as a crime but as a 
degrading offence which stamps the offender as con- 
temptible, far more will have been accomplished than 
can ever be hoped for from the ballot or any other scheme; 
and nothing will more quickly convince people that the 
offence is low and degrading than seeing convicted 
criminals subjected to a low and degrading punishment. 





THE Councit or LAW REPORTING have issued their 
annual report, from which we are glad to learn that 
their financial position has much improved. We demur 
to the statement that the digest lately published has 
been “found extremely useful to the profession ;”’ the 
common opinion which has reached our ears being that 
it is next to impossible to find anything in it. 





THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE ON THE JUDICATURE 
BILLS. 

Lord Chief Justice Cockburn has addressed to the 
Lord Chancellor a letter on “Our Judicial System,” which, 
though written apparently in his own name alone, must be 
taken, we apprehend, as embodying the objections of the 
common law bench to the alterations in the judicature 
of the country proposed to be effected by the High Court 
of Justice and Appellate Jurisdiction Bills. Any obser- 
vations coming from such a quarter must necessarily 
meet with the utmost respect, and although we are con- 
strained to differ in the main from the Lord Chief Jus- 
tice, we cannot but feel that there is so much force in 
what he says as to render it but too probable that his 
opposition may succeed in postponing legislation on the 
subject. 

The letter is one which requires to be read a second 
time, and after some little interval, because its nervous 
and energetic language, which reminds us more of the 
brilliant member for Southampton than of the Lord Chief 
Justice of more than ten years standing, rather carries 
away the reader for the time, so that one is apt not to per- 
ceive, at the first reading, upon how narrow a founda- 
tion the objections rest. His Lordship admits that the 
present divided jurisdiction (where it is practically im- 
possible for anyone to know, with anything like certainty, 
whether, in a multitude of cases, the remedy is exclu- 
sively at law, or exclusively in equity, or concurrently 
in both) is utterly indefensible; and he further admits 
that, as a matter of principle, whenever the doctrines of 
law and equity are conflicting, the latter must prevail ; 
and having done so much, he seems to us to have 
practically yielded the whole point. 

The objections raised to the bill by the Lord Chief 
Justice (apart from the common form plea for investi- 
gation, i.¢.,delay, and from some verbalcriticism) appear 
to be four: 1. The abolition of the distinctive jurisdic- 
tion of the Court of Queen’s Bench; 2. (And principally) 
the constitution of the body to whom the duty of mak- 
ing rules and orders is entrusted; 3. The want of more 
specific legislation as to the principles which should guide 
these rules; 4. An assumed loss of independence by the 
courts. 

The first of these objections seems to us tostrike at the 
principle of the whole scheme; if nothing more be wanted 
than to get rid of the difficulty and absurdity caused by 
the present conflict of jurisdiction between the courts of 
law and equity, we quite agree with his Lordship that no 
alteration in the present status or constitution of our 


courts is required for the purpose, and we have already* 
sketched the outline of a measure which would be 
sufficient to serve that purpose; but if the idea of the 
Judicature Commission, upon which this bill is 
professedly founded, is to be carried into effect at 
all, it seems to us a necessary consequence that 
the jurisdiction in criminal cases and matters of prero- 
gative hitherto exercised by the Court of Queen’s Bench, 
should be transferred to the proposed High Court. We 
think, however, that it might well be enacted that this 
jurisdiction should be exercised in criminal matters by 
the Queen’s Bench division, and in cases of mandamus, 
ne exeat regno, and other high prerogative writs, whether 
granted at present by Chancery or the Queen’s Bench 
(excepting, of course, the writ of injunction, which has 
practically becomean ordinary process of the Court) should 
be grantable only by the High Court itself, as defined 
in the bill. This would effectually secure the in- 
dependence of the Court in these high matters, 
for as there is but one removable judge—the 
Chancellor—in the whole Court, there would neces- 
sarily be at least six independent judges present 
to prevent any undue exercise of arbitrary power. It 
seems to us, indeed, that the idea that the Lord 
Chancellor would, when acting judicially, be more sus- 
ceptible of occult and improper influences than an irre- 
moveable judge, is somewhat overstrained; but the ob- 
jection, such as it is, would be completely overcome by the 
proviso suggested. 

The last of his Lordship’s objections appears 
to us perfectly chimerical. Indeed the only even 
apparent foundation for his statement that it is 
thereby intended ‘“‘to swamp common law courts 
and swallow up the judges of England, leaving the 
Court of Chancery, though under the new and high 
sounding name of a High Court of Justice; to reign ex- 
clusively supreme,” is to be found in the simple fact 
that the Lord Chancellor is to be (as he must necessarily 
be) ew officio Lord President of the Court. Itis obvious 
thatanyscheme for uniting the courts must leave the Lord 
Chancellor, then as now, at the head of the whole bench. 
Indeed, it would be much more accurate to describe the 
scheme as one formerging the Court of Chancery in the com- 
monlawcourts. Four-fifthsof thejudgesof the High Court 
will be common law judges ; four out of its five divi- 
sions will be principally occupied with the classes of 
cases now ordinarily tried at common law; and if at any 
sitting of the High Court of Justice itself any conflict 
of opinion should happen to afise, it would be almost in- 
evitable that the equity judges would be found in a 
minority. But we gather from the sentence which in 
the Lord Chief Justice’s letter immediately follows that 
which we have quoted above, that his Lordship’s idea of 
“the entire amalgamation of law and equity” consists 
simply in giving equitable jurisdiction to the superior 
courts of common law in like manner, though of course 
without any like limit, as has been done in the 
case of the county courts. This, however, with great 
deference to his Lordship, would not be any “amalga- 
mation ” at all; it would simply restore to the Court of 
Exchequer, and confer or the other common law 
courts, that dual jurisdiction which was found to 
work so badly, and which the Legislature, with 
the general approbation of the profession, abolished 
about thirty years ago. This, indeed, seems to Lord 
St. Leonards to be the result of the present proposal, 
and, if we concurred with him in that view, we would 
certainly also concur in his conclusion thereon, that 
“the confusion would be terrible.”t The Lord Chief 
Justice seems still to look back with longing towards 
Lord Campbell’s Law and Equity Bill of 1860, which so 
happily, as we consider, failed, and which this Journal 
opposed at the timet to the utmost of its power. Our 





* Ante, p. 449. 
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opinions upon that proposal are quite unchanged, and we 
should repel, if applied to ourselves, the charge of incon- 
sistency with which Lord Chief Justice Cockburn does 
not hesitate to taunt the equity judges, because, having 
opposed that measure, they support, or are believed to 
support, this one. 

On this part of the case his Lcrdship suggests a diffi- 
culty which appears to us purely imaginary. Lest we 
should be suspected of exaggeration, we give the para- 
graph in his own words:— 


“ Much of course must depend on what it is proposed to 


do. Is it simply to substitute equity for law where the two ! 


are in conflict? to convert every court of law into a court 
of equity, administering justice in civil matters according to 
the system of law known under the name of equity? to allow 
a plaintiff to sue, whatever the form of procedure, where 
and only where equity would acknowledge the right he 
seeks to enforce, and allow a defendant such a defence, but 
such a defence alone as equity would hold to be 
sufficient? or is it further proposed to blend the 
two systems into one, applying equitable principles to 
common law rights where, in reason and __ justice, 
they ought to be applied, but where, owing to the 
particular circumstances under which equity jurisdiction 
has been called into action, they have hitherto failed to be 
applied? I will illustrate what I mean by a familiar ex- 
ample. In the distribution of assets, where the assets are 
legal the distribution takes place according to the legal 
priorities of the different classes of creditors; but if the 
assets are equitable, and can therefore only be got at 
through the intervention of equity, the court will disregard 
the legal priorities and distribute such assets among the 
creditors pari passu. Again, a court of equity will 
compel a husband who requires its aid in order to get 
at equitable estate belonging to the wife, to make a 
proper settlement on the wife and her children. If 
the wife’s estate be legal, there is no occasion to come to the 
court, and equity has consequently no power over the hus- 
band. [assume in both cases the equitable principle to be 
the more just and rational, and in reason to be quite as ap- 


plicable to the legal as to the equitable assets or estate. Is | 


it intended to extend the principle of equity to such a case ? 
I should be glad to find that not only equity was to be made 
the law, but also that equity itself was to be enlarged so as 
to meet every case to which it ought to be applied, but I 


fxil to find any indication of legislative intention in the bill.” | 


No doubt there is no such intention in the bill, and it 
would have been completely foreign to the scope of the 
bill, however desirable in itself, to have made any such 
change. The bill proposes, in clear enough terms, we think, 
to enact that every right now lawfully existing at law or 
in equity shall be enforceable as heretofore, and that 
every defeuce now properly raiseable at law or in equity 
shall be available as heretofore, with the following ex- 
ceptions :—(1.) That it shall be no longer a defence that 
the proceeding is taken in the wrong court; and (2.) 
that if it appears that there would now bea conflict of 
decisions on the particular question the view now 
alopted in equity shall prevail. This may not beall that 
might be desired, but we would do well to take now what 
we can get, not unmindful how often it is the case that 
TAEYV HUCU FayrTos. 

His Lordship’s other two objections seem to us, how- 
ever, to stand on a very different footing. We have, 
indeed, expressed an opinion that the 13th and 14th 
clauses of the amended bill, if legally carried out, would 
afford a sufficient guide to the framers of the rules of pro- 
cedure to enable them to do all that is desired, but then 
the Lord Chief Justice says, and we cannot but fear that 
there is some ground for the suggestion, that something 
more is needed, and that the discretion of that body must 
be more or less fettered to secure their acting in the desired 
direction. It may therefore be necessary or expedient to 


require that in all issues of fact before a jury (and pro- | 
» | 


bably in all iseues of fact, even when tried by a judge 
alone, if either party desire it) all the evidence shall be 
taken vird roce in court; and further, as the Lord Chief 
Justice seems, perhaps not unreasonably, apprehensive 
that juries themselves may be too frequently dis- 


oa with, to give to either party a right to a 


jury ex debito justitie in every case of disputed 
fact, and in every case of unliquidated damage, 
unless the Court should, upon motion, otherwise direct, 
This would, we think, be much better than either the 
existing common law rule, where a jury is of course, 
unless both parties agree to dispense with it, or the rule 
now prevailing in Chancery, which practically comes to 
this, that a jury will be refused unless the judge desires: 
its assistance to cut some knot which he feels himself 
unable to untie. We should also be very glad to see 
some more definite regulations, such as we have already 
suggested, as to the nature of the business to be taken by 
the High Court itself, the Divisional Courts, and single 
judges, respectively, and something to put an effectual 
end to the daily increasing exercise of judicial powers 
by officers of rank inferior to a judge, an evil practice to 
which the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, has lent ill-omened 
countenance, and which has increased in Chancery to 
such an alarming extent that we have lately heard the 
Master of the Rolls in open court refuse to interfere with 
‘“‘the discretion of the chief clerk.” In this respect we 
have reason to hope much good result from a large in- 
fusion of common law ideas into the action of the High 
Court of Justice. 

The remaining objection is one with which we have 
already expressed our entire concurrence.* We do not 
much fear that any great practical inconvenience would 
arise, in the first instance, from the action of the proposed 
Committee of Council, but we fully agree with Lord Chief 
Justice Cockburn that it is not expedient to vest such ex- 
tensive powers over the judicature of the country in the 
Executive Government of the day. We confess we do not 
see what business the Chancellor of the Eachequer 
has with the matter, or why, “even if expense were 
any object” in such a case, that might not very’ 
well be left to the controlling power of Parliament, which 








could at any time prevent any extravagance. Another 
and smaller instance of the same tendency, to which the 
letter in question takes just exception, is the provision 
vesting the whole of the patronage of the Court (except 
as to certain officers who are not to be treated as part of 
the permanent civil service) in the Lord Chancellor; and 
we think that it would be much better to vest the patron- 
age of each divisional court in the President of that 
court, retaining of course for the Lord Chancellor the 
patronage of the High Court itself, as distinguished from 
all the divisions. 

His Lordship's objections to the Appellate Jurisdiction 
| Bill are simpler and more easily disposed of. He shows 
| it is true but a very imperfect knowledge of the defects 

of the Court of Appeal in Chancery, and seems willing 

to allow to the constitution of that Court much more 

merit than we should be disposed to accede to, but on 
| the whole he seems fairly alive to the pressing need of a 
new and efficient court of general appeal. The objections 
to the proposed appeal committee of the House of Lords 
need not be discussed, as the proposal was received 
with so much disfavour by that House that it has been 
formally withdrawn. The next objection is that the 
Lords Presidents of the Divisional Courts do not form 
part of the Court of Appeal. Our objection would rather 
be to the appearance of two of these Presidents (the Lord 
Chancellor and Lord Chief Justice) there, because it seems 
to us that the Court of Appeal ought itself to be a division 
or divisions, distinct from all the others, It might, in- 
deed, have been deemed advisable to appoint the existing 
chiefs to the Court of Appeal, had it not unfortunately 
| been thought fit to perpetuate the “ Master of the Rolls’ 
' anomaly,” and give the Lords Presidents of Divisions 
| higher judicial rank and larger salaries than are awarded 
to the ordinary Judges of Appeal. The continuance of 





, this anomaly effectually prevents any truly logical 
| scheme from being worked out. The next objection 


taken is to the “ Selected Judges,” ‘This is a very diffi- 


* Ante, p. 548. 
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galt question, the object being on the one hand to pre- 
‘ grve the Court of Appeal from stagnation, and on the 
other not to put into the hands of the Government a 


powerful instrument for undermining the independence | 


of the judges. We are not quite satisfied with the pro- 

in the bill (which, however, only followed that in 
the report of the Commission), but we certainly prefer it 
to that of the Lord Chief Justice, who proposes a Court 
to consist of five ea officio members (the Lord Chancellor, 
the Master of the Rolls, and the three Common Law 
Chiefs), who are all, we presume, to exercise their pre- 
sent functions as well, and six permanent members, 
“three to be taken from the equity and three from the 
common law branch of the profession,” a distinction 
which it is the very object of this bill to abolish at once 
and for ever, 

We should, for ourselves, have preferred a somewhat 
closer adherence to the scheme of the commissioners, and 
the creation of one or more appellate chambers in the 
High Court; but we are too anxious for the immediate 
appearance of a really good Court of Appeal not to be 
willing to overlook any minor objections for the sake of 


getting so large a benefit as that offered by the Appellate | 


Jurisdiction Bill without any avoidable delay. 





THE PUBLIC PROSECUTORS BILL. 


This Bill, which we noticed shortly after its 
introduction (ante p. 3888), has since been read 
a second time, and has been referred to a select 
committee. The Attorney-General announced on the 
part of the Government his general approval of the 
measure, though without committing himself to approval 
of details. Wesee no reason why the select committee 
should not report the bill in time for it to be passed this 
session ; but even if they should not do so there can be 
little doubt but that the bill will be passed in some form 
or other next session, if not this. In the present stage of 


the question it is perhaps unnecessary for us to repeat | 


the approval which we have several times expressed of 


some system of public prosecutions, in place of the present | 


want of system. The details of the scheme, however, 
which yet remain to be settled, are of considerable im- 
portance to the public, and also of individual interest to 
members of the legal profession. 


In Scotland there have long been public prosecutors, | 


and the system has on the whole worked well, though not 
without complaints being made upon it, as appears by 


the motion made by Sir D. Wedderburn in the House of | 


Commons on Tuesday last. In the English bill it is not 


proposed to introduce the Scotch system in its entirety, | 


the more objectionable parts, such as the private prelimi- 


nary investigation before the Procurator Fiscal, being | 


omitted. The general nature of the scheme is that dis- 


tricts are to be created, within each of which there is to | 


be a public prosecutor, who is to be an attorney of ten 
years’ standing. Circuit counsel, barristers of ten years’ 
standing, one to each circuit, are also to be appointed to 
advise with the public prosecutors. As to the circuit 
counsel the scheme seems well devised and complete. 


Preliminary advice in the conduct of a prosecution is , 


often required, and under the present system, owing to 
the cost being thrown on private parties, is seldom 
obtained, and doubtless prosecutions often fail for want 
of proper opinions on evidence. Besides this, in the diffi- 
cult matter of deciding whether to commence or with- 
draw from prosecutions the public prosecutors will of 
course stand in need of occasional, if not frequent, advice, 
and this is provided by the appointment of the circuit 
counsel. The circuit counsel are not to be prosecuting 


counsel, but merely advising counsel, and their disin- | 


terestedness is secured by the provision that they shall 


not advise (we presume this means except in their capa- | 


city of circuit counsel) or be concerned in any criminal 
prosecution within the circuit for which they are ap- 
pointed. It is to some extent novel to find that the 
appointments are proposed to be restricted to barristers 


| of ten years’ standing, it being usually supposed, on the 
| authority of numerous statutes applicable to particular 
| cases, that a barrister of seven years’ standing is com- 
petent to fill any post. He is competent as recorder to 
try them, though he is not to be competent to advise on 
their prosecution. Such restrictions usually are not of 
much practical importance, but as to this particular 
instance it is clearly a case where ability would not sup- 
ply the place of experience, and therefore it is right that 
the limit should be higher than for some other offices. 

The office of public prosecutors proposed to be created 
will be an onerous and responsible one, and is certainly 
an important addition to the small number of public 
offices at present open to attorneys. The work to be 
done may shortly be described as that of prosecuting 
| attorney in indictable offences, with important discre- 
| tionary powers of undertaking or withdrawing from 
prosecutions. At present most attorneys do not care 
much to undertake prosecutions. In the majority of 
cases, the work has to be done for such remuneration 
i as can be recovered from the county, and the amount 
| in each case is usually so small that the work can only 
be made remunerative where one attorney obtains the 
| conduct of a considerable number of cases. And where 
| the nominal prosecutor employs and pays his own 
| 





attorney, it is so unpleasant for the latter to have to 
make out against his client who has only been perform- 
| ing a public duty a heavy bill for expenses over and 
| above those allowed, that as often as not the work is im- 
| perfectly, because too cheaply, done. 
| The result of all this is the system prevailing in so 
| Many places, and to which so much objection has 
been taken—viz., the prosecutions by clerks to com- 
mitting magistrates. Under the bill as drawn the public 
| prosecutor is to have a salary and also an allowance for 
| offices and clerks. He is to be entitled to the expenses 
of himself, or his agent, or deputy, and of his witnesses 
| (except compensation to himself, his deputies, or agents 
| for losssof time), in the same manner and under the same 
| rules as other prosecutors. Besides this, by another sec- 
tion of the bill, it is provided that where it is certified 
| by the public prosecutor and by the clerk of the court 
| that the expenses allowable to witnesses are not suffi- 
| cient to meet their actual and proper expenses, the addi- 
; tional amount shall be allowed and paid. This is, no 
doubt, intended to prevent the public prosecutor being 
out of pocket by his prosecutions, ani may probably do so 
in cases brought to trial. There is, however, no 
provision made for expenses of cases investigated but 
| afterwards dropped, and these will have to be covered by 
the public prosecutor's salary. That is scarcely satisfac- 
| tory, as it gives a direct inducement to the public 
prosecutor to bring to trial any case which he has in- 
| curred expense in investigating. The public prosecutor 
is not. either by himself or his partner, to act as clerk of 
the peace or clerk to justices, nor to be concerned other- 
wise than as public prosecutor in any criminal prosecu- 
| tion in his district, but he is not required to give up his 
| other practice. 
| The districts are to be named by the Secretary of 
State, and may comprise a whole county or only a petty 
Boroughs having separate quarter 
| sessions may either be districts by themselves or may be 
| included as one district with the division of the county 
; within which they are situate. One important question 
| arises as to who is to appoint the public prosecutor. As 
\ 
| 
| 
| 


| sessional division. 


; the bill is drawn at present the appointment is to be by 
| a Secretary of State who “ may ” have regard to the re- 
commendation, if any, of the council of the borough or 
the magistrates of the division for which the appoint- 
ment is to be made. Probably, what is meant is that 
) the Secretary of State “shall” follow the recommenda- 
tion of the local authorities in ordinary cases, but shall 
; have power to disregard it if, for good reason, he think 
| fit. Perhaps this would be as good a system as any 
{ other, but if this is meant it should be a little differently 
* expressed. 
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bill does not deal with, and that is the liability of the 
public prosecutor to an action for malicious prosecution. 
‘ We apprehend that, even if liable to an action, there 
would be few cases in which the public prosecutors, if 
the appointments are properly made, would fail to show 
reasonable and probable cause. Still, it would make a 
material difference to the holders of the office whether 
or not they were liable to be harrassed by actions by any- 
one who was discontented with their conduct. In Seot- 
land we believe that, though the Lord Advocate is not 
liable to any action, yet a procurator fiscal is so. It is 
somewhat difficult to say what our Courts would hold to 
be the position of the public prosecutor in this respect if 
the bill passed in its present shape, and we think it de- 
sirable that the case should be provided for in some way 
or another, in order that candidates for the office may 
know exactly what liability they undertake. If they are 
to be liable for damages where they undertake a prose- 
cution maliciously and without reasonable and probable 
cause, which probably they ought to be, they ought in 
cases where they successfully defend such actions, and 
show that they have been properly performing their 
public duty, to be entitled to some better remedy for 
their costs than that which a defendant in such cases 


usually has, and to be repaid them as partof the expenses | ctl 
| of the Building Societies Act was raised for the decision 


of their office in case the plaintiff is insolvent. 





BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETIES. 
No. II. 
The next points for discussion are, the terms on which 


a@ member can obtain an advance from a building society | 


and the conditions on which the advance may be paid off 
and the security redeemed. It is upon the last of these 
two points that the greatest amount of litigation has 
taken place. 

In the first place a borrower from a building society 
pays a high rate of interest. The advantages which he 
has consist (1) in his being able to pay off the mortgage 
debt and interest by small instalments ; (2) in the mort- 
gage to the society being exempted from stamp duty ; 
(3) in an endorsement of a receipt for the mortgage debt 
upon the mortgage deed operating as a reconveyance ; 
(4) in the law expenses attendant upon the advance 
being supposed to be less than they would be in ordinary 
mortgage transactions; (5) in the fact that building 
societies are supposed to make advances approximating 
more nearly to the market value of the property than 
ordinary lenders would do. The existence of the last two 
advantages is extremely questionable. 

In the second place a borrower from a building society 
must furnish security. The security may consist of 
freehold, copyhold, or leasehold property, either already 
belonging to the borrower or purchased with the money 
advanced ; in which last case the purchase is usually 
made by the society on behalf of the borrower, and the 
costs of the society arising out of the purchase are charged 
to the borrower. In all cases the society will require 
evidence of the value of the property offered as security, 
and the cost of procuring this evidence falls upon the 
borrower. Besides this, many societies charge a small 
commission on advances. 

In the third place the borrower must be a member of 
the society, and he must hold shares the nominal amount 
of which is equal to the amount of the advance. Thus, 
if the shares are £50 each a borrowing member must 
hold ten unadvanced shares to get an advance of £500. 
In theory, what the borrowing member obtains is the full 
amount of his shares by anticipation. Butin fact he 
obtains an advance out of the funds of the society, which 
he repays with interest by monthly instalments. There 
is this difference between a permanent and a terminating 
society, that in the former the borrowing member gets 
the fall amount of his shares advanced to him less in 
some cases & small commission ; whereas in the latter he 
does not always get the full amount, for there are three 
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There is one somewhat important matter which the | ways in which advances are made—by rotation, by ballot,. 


or by bidding; ic., when there are sufficient funds in 
hand to make an advance that advance may be made 
either to the senior member desiring it or to a member 
selected by baliot, or, which is the usual way, the mem- 
bers bid against each other the discount they are willing: 
to allow on the amount of the advance to them ; thus, if 
there are two members, each having two £50 shares, and 
one bids thirty-five per cent. discount and the other forty 
per cent., the latter will get the advance, but then he 
will only receive £60 in full satisfaction of his shares, 
and he will still have to pay the subscriptions on two 
shares. The effect of course is that under these circum. 
stances a borrowing member borrows on very disadvan- 
tageous terms, 

A borrowing member or mortgagor, then, who has 
received an advance, has to make certain monthly pay- 
ments, which are partly subscriptions on the shares held 
by him and partly interest on the advance. If these 
monthly sums are not paid at the proper time fines are 
exacted, which fines, although seemingly small in 
amount, are often in reality imposed at an exorbitant 
rate. Sixpence per share per month is a usual amount, 
and sometimes this is doubled. It is not to be wondered 
at, then, that the question whether such fines or penalties 
are “ reasonable ” within the meaning of the first section 


of the Court of Chancery. This was done in Parker v. 
Butcher (L. R. 3 Eq. 762, 15 W. R. Ch. Dig. 22). There 
the fines were at the rate of one shilling per pound per 
month—i.e., sixty per cent. per annum; and it was 
alleged that they were unreasonable, and further that 
being in the nature of a forfeiture they were illegal. 
Lord Romilly held that they were not unreasonable, and - 
that there was nothing of the nature of a forfeiture in 
the transaction. He said, “It is a matter well under- 
stood between the parties, and it is a contract which, in 
the absence of all fraud or undue pressure, the parties 
were perfectly competent to enter into.” 

It is noticeable that a mortgage to a building society 
does not in ali respects resemble in form an ordinary 
mortgage. The recitals generally state that the borrow-- 
ing member or mortgagor is entitled to so many shares in 
the society, and that he has become entitled to an advance 
of a certain lump sum, and that the same is to be in full 
satisfaction and discharge of his shares. The covenant for 
payment is not for payment of the lump sum and interest, 
but for payment of the monthly or other contributions or 
sums of money which by the rules for the time being of 
the society shall become due and payable by the mort- 
gagor. The proviso for redemption declares, not that the 
borrowing member or mortgagor is entitled to redeem on 
payment of the lump sum advanced to him and interest 
but that if he pays the said monthly or other contribu- 
tions or sums of money, and observes the rules of the 
society, then the mortgagees shall endorse on the mort- 
gage deed a receipt for all moneys intended to be thereby 
secured. It is extremely necessary that there should be 
in the rules of every society one or more setting out ex- 
actly the terms upon which a borrowing member or 
mortgagor is to be entitled to redeem his property, and 
that the proviso for redemption in mortgages to the 
society should refer to or incorporate, or at any rate cor- 
respond exactly with, such rule or rules. If, therefore, 
the borrowing member or mortgagor pays his monthly or 
other contributions and fines, if any, he will at the ex- 
piration of a certain period have redeemed his property, 
and when the receipt is endorsed on the mortgage deed his 
property will be vested in him discharged from the mort- 
gage debt. Of course, if the borrowing member or mort- 
gagor makes default in his payments the society can 
sell the mortgaged property. The proceeds of the sale: 
are applied in paying to the society all moneys then: 
due, and also the present value of all the future monthly 
or other contributions which the borrowing. member or 
mortgagor has covenanted to pay, and the surplus, if 
any, goes to the borrowing member or mortgagor. In 
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ealculating the present value of the future payments the 
‘rules of most societies allow a discount. But whether 
any discount is allowed or not, and what is the amount 
of such discount (if any), are questions of construction 
“of the rules of each society. In the case of Matterson v. 
Elderfield (17 W. R. 422, L. R. 4 Ch. 207), it was argued 
that as the future contributions are composed partly of 
interest, the society, as mortgagees, could not retain in- 
terest that had never accrued, therefore they must allow 
a rebate or discount even if it were not expressly pro- 
wided for by the rules. The Lord Chancellor held that it 
depended entirely upon the construction of the rules 
whether discount or rebate was allowed or not, and as 
there was no rule in that case entitling the mortgagor to 
discount or rebate, when the society exercised the power 
of sale, he held, reversing the decision of Lord Justice 
Giffard, then Vice-Chancellor, that no discount or rebate 
was claimable. 

Next, it must be noticed that the society cannot call in 
the money they have advanced on mortgage to the 
borrowing member, or mortgagor; but the borrowing 
member, or mortgagor, can redeem at any time by pre- 
payment of what is due under the mortgage deed by him 
to the society—i.e., the arrears of the contributions and 
dines (if any), and also the present value of the future con- 
tributions which would thereafter become payable under 
the mortgage deed. In many societiesa premium is offered 
for paying off or redeeming mortgages by a discount or 
rebate being allowed upon the present value of such 
future contributions. In calculating the amount which 
a borrowing member or mortgagee has to pay to redeem 
his property, he is entitled to be credited with the 
amount of the bonus or share of the profits (if any) 
which the rules of the society give to every member 
withdrawing from the society; because, in redeeming 
his property, the borrowing member or mortgagor does, 
‘in effect, withdraw from the society, and his shares are 
extinguished. This point was involved in the decision 
of Lord Cranworth in Fleming v. Self (3 De G. M. & G. 
997). Where the society is a permanent society no ques- 
tion can arise as to the amount of the future contribu- 
tions to which the borrowing member or mortgagee 
would become liable unless he redeemed his property; 
but in the case of a terminating society, there was some 
question as to how this was to be calculated until the 
decision in Fleming v. Self, which established the rule 
that the longest period during which the society might 
probably last must be ascertained, and the amount of the 
-contributions which would become due and payable by 
the borrowing member or mortgagor in case the society 
-endured for the whole of that period is the amount which 
the borrowing member or mortgagor must pay as future 
contributions in order to redeem. 

Here it may be noticed that the Act of Geo. 4 renders 
it imperative that provision shall be made by the rules of 
a society for the reference of all disputes between the 
‘society and any member, or person claiming on account 
of any member, either to justices of the peace or to 
‘arbitrators, the method of appointing whom is prescribed 
by the 27th section of the Act. The award of the arbi- 
trators, or a majority of them, when confirmed by a 
justice of the peace, is final, and a justice of the peace 
may enforce compliance with the award in the manner 
prescribed in the Act. It must be observed that the dis- 
pute must be between the society and a member in his 
eapacity of member, and not in any other capacity, such 
as mortgagor (Furmer v. Giles, 5 H. & N. 735). But 
where the dispute is between the society and a member 
qua-member, the Act of Parliament ousts the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts of law and equity; nor can an award 
made be set aside unless there is an error on the face of 
it, or it has heen corruptly obtained. The present Lord 
Chancellor observed, in Armitage v. Walker (2 K. & J. 
219), “ The Legislature intended carefully to provide that 
these societies should not be dragged before courts of 
law or equity if it could possibly be avoided, and has 


taken care to enact that the whole discussion of their 





affairs shall be disposed of in a cheap and summary 
manner by the decision of an arbitrator or justice, as the 
parties shall choose, and when they have once made their 
election, the power of the justice or of the arbitrator, 
acting always within the rules of the society, is complete, 
and is not subject to revision by any court of law or 
equity. That is the primary matter to which attention 
must be drawn, and it is necessary to be extremely care- 
ful that the jurisdiction of this Court shall not be set up 
to control the arbitrators so selected except upon a very 
clear and distinct case being made out of their abuse of 
office.” 

Any treatment of the subject of Building Societies 
would be incomplete without an allusion to the question 
whether it is wtra vires or not for a building society to 
borrow money. As we have dealt with this subject so 
recently (ante, pp. 388, 407), we need do little more than 
refer our readers to our previous remarks. There are 
two appellate cases on the subject. The one, Laing v. 
Reed (18 W. R. 76, L. R. 5 Ch. 4), the other Re National 
Permanent Building Society (18 W.R. 388). In the first 
it was ruled by the Lord Chancellor and Lord Justice 
Giffard that a rule giving a limited borrowing power is 
not wltra vires among the rules of a Benefit Building 
Society. In the second Lord Justice Giffard held that 
when there is no rule authorising the borrowing of 
money, a society cannot borrow so as to bind itself or 
the individual members thereof, gué members. Whether 
this ruling is correct to the broad extent to which it 
seems to go is rather doubtful, but that itis right so far 
as it holds that building societies cannot carry on a 
banking business, is unquestionable. This case was fol- 
lowed by Vice-Chancellor Malins in Re The Victoria 
Permanent Building, Investment, and Freehold Land 
Society of Birmingham, decided by him on the 7th of 
March last. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 

PRACTICE OF JUDICIAL COMMITTEE OF #R8IVY¥ COUNCIL 
—APPEAL AGAINST JUDGMENT FOR D#FENDANT 
WHERE APPELLANT HAS ONLY A RIGHT TO NOMINAL 
DAMAGES. 

Giraud v. Paterson, P. C. 18 W. R. 359. 

The only portion of this case that requires notice is 
the decision that in a suit where damages alone are to 
be reeovered, if there is “ a nominal interest which might 
be the subject of some action in some of the courts of com- 
mon law, that species of nominal interest for the mere 
nominal claim for damages would be no ground before 
the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council to recom- 
mend that the judgment of the Court below should be 
reversed and the appellant held entitled to their Lord- 
ships’ judgment.” The facts of the case raised this ques- 
tion, and the appeal was dismissed. 

The object of this rule is, of course, to discourage fruit- 
less litigation. It can be of but little practical import- 
ance (except on the question of costs, which, in such 
cases, it, would be better for all parties not to incur) 
whether the judgment is for the defendant or for the 
plaintiff for nominal damages in a suit where damages 
alone are the object of the proceedings. The rule, it will 
be observed, does not apply to a case where a question of 
right, apart from the mere recovery of damages, is in- 
volved. 


EQUITY. 
CONDITIONAL APPLICATION FOR SHARES. 
Bridger’s case, L.J.G., 18 W. R. 412. 

This was not the case of an agreement to take shares 
on a condition which the company have become unable 
to fulfil, so that the contract is at an end, but of an 
agreement to take shares simpliciter, with a collateral 
agreement that the shares should be paid for in a 
particular way—viz., out of the commission which would 
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be payable to the applicant as an agent for the com- 
pany. There is a broad distinction between the effect of | 
an application for shares with a distinct purpose avowed | 
and made the condition, and an application for shares 
with a purpose which though communicated to the com- 
pany, is not made the condition precedent to the allot- 
ment being accepted by the applicant. In Fletcher’s | 
case (16 W. R. 75), the applicant’s object was to qualify 
for the direction, and in Elkington’s case (15 W. R. 726) to 
supply the hotel with electro-plated articles. In both 





these cases, as in Bridyer’s case, the allotment was uncon- 
ditional with a bargain superadded to it, and on the 
commencement of the winding up these gentlemen were 
rightly settled on the list of contributories as uncondi- 
tional allottees, notwithstanding the attainment of their 
respective objects had become impossible by the stoppage 


! 
| 
| 
of the companies, On the other hand, when the | 
application is expressly on a condition, communicated | 
to the company at the time of the application, though | 
mot necessarily on the same piece of paper with it | 
(Rogers’ case, 16 W. R. 881), then, unless the condi- | 
tions be performed before the commencement of the | 
winding up, there will be no completed contract. In- | 
stances of this are Rogers’ case (ubi sup.), where the | 
condition was that the applicant should be appointed | 
manager of the branch bank, and Simpson's case (17 
W. R. 424), that the applicant should have the contract 
for the repairs of the company’s hotel. In Pellatt’s case 
(15 W. R. 726), the application was upon an express 
condition, and was answered by an allotment simpliciter, 
and, Pellatt never having waived the condition, it was 
held that the company had attempted to introduce a | 
new term into the contract, and that not having been | 
acceded to by Pellatt, there was no completed contract | 
under which he could be held liable to take the shares. | 
Bridger, on the other hand, agreed to take shares simpli- 
citer, there were the three ingredients in his case men- 
tioned in Fletcher’s case as essential to make a member 
of a company—viz., application, allotment, and commu- 
nication of and acquiescence in the allotment, and the 
status thus gained could not be affected by the collateral 
agreement that the shares were to be paid for in a par- 
ticular way, although performance of that agreement 
was no longer possible. 


VOLUNTARY SETTLEMENT—SUBSEQUENT CREDITOR— 
13 Exiz, Cc. 5. 
Freeman vy. Pope, V.C.J.,18 W. RB. 399, L. R. 9 Eq. 206, 

Under statute 13 Eliz.c. 5, where a voluntary settle- 
ment is impeached by a creditor of the settlor, it might 
have been supposed that the only question ought to be 
whether, taking the whole transaction together, the in- 
tention of the settlement was to defeat the persons who 
were at the time creditors of the settlor (Holmes v. 
Penney, 5 W. RB. 122); the Courts, however, have been 
prone to look at the sequel, and to infer the intention, 
where the effect is to delay tha creditor (Richardson v. 
Smallrood, Jac. 152), instead of confining their attention 
to the evidence as regards the state of affairs at and 
about the making of the deed and inferring the inten- 
tion therefrom. In the present state of the authorities, 
we regard the remarks of the Vice-Chancellor on this 
subject in Freeman v. Pope, if we may respectfully say 
80, a8 most opportune. 

The suit to set aside a voluntary settlement may be 
brought either by a prior or a subsequent creditor. For 
@ prior creditor to succeed, all that he need do is to show 
that he is delayed in the payment of his debt by the 
existence of the settlement. A subsequent creditor, 
whose debt had not been contracted at the date of the 
settlement “must show, either that the settlor made the 
seitlement with express intent to delay, hinder, or defraud 
creJitors, or that after the settlement the settlor had no 
sufficient means or reasonable expectation of being able 
to pay his then existing debts, that is to say, was reduced 





toa state of insolvency ” ( Spirett v. Willows,13 W. R. 129, 


3D.J.S. 293). Solong, however, asthere is an unpaid credj- 
tor prior to thedeed, any subsequent creditor may file a bil] 
and obtain a decree toset aside the deed upon the footing of 
the prior creditor's debt existing, exactly as the prior 
creditor himself might if the bill were filed by him 
(Jenkyn v. Vaughan, 3 Dr. 419). If, therefore, at the 
time of executing a voluntary settlement, the settlor is 
indebted, and in the result any prior creditor is delayed 
in the payment of his debt, then, however solvent the 
settlor may have been at the time, the deed may be set 
aside either at the suit of the prior creditor, or, so long as 
any prior debt is not paid, of any subsequent creditor, 
The Vice-Chancellor came to this conclusion in Freeman 
v. Pope, in obedience to, though without approving of, 
the decision in Spirett v. Willows, which expressly de. 
termines that where the debt existed at the date of the 
settlement, and the creditor’s remedy is delayed by the 
existence of the settlement, it is immaterial whether the 
debtor was or was not solvent after making the settle. 
ment. Lord Westbury followed the decision in Zowng. 
end v. Westacott (2 Beav. 340), that there is no need to 
show insolvency on the part of the settlor at the date of 
the settlement. Yet a man may be kept indebted in 
spite of himself by a withholding of claims, and although 
in such a case it is probable that no Court would assume 
an intention to delay the creditors, yet, according to 
Spirett v. Willows, if a man has at any time afterwards 
become insolvent, it is no defence that immediately after 
making the settlement he continued perfectly solvent. 


DoMICIL OF DEBTOR—PROBATE IN INDIA AND IN 
ENGLAND. 
Fernandes’ case, L.J3.G., 18 W. R. 411, 
Mr. Fernandes was domiciled at Bombay, and was a 
simple contract creditor of the Commercial Bank Cor- 


' poration, an English company, which was being wound 


up in the chambers of the Master of the Rolls. After 
receiving one dividend on his claim, Mr. Fernandes died, 
and his executors, after proving his will in India, applied 
to the official liquidator, by their attorney in England, 
for payment of the second dividend. The official liqui- 
dator declined to pay it without the sanction of the 
Court, on the ground that there ought to be an English 
probate of the will. The Master of the Rolls directed 
the liquidator to remit the dividend to Bombay, at the 
expense of the executors, without requiring probate to 
be taken out in England, on the ground, apparently, that 
the bank was essentially an Indian establishment, though 
winding-up in England (18 W. R, 202). The Lord 
Justice held that an English probate ought 
to be produced before the dividend could be paid. 
The case seems to be one of _ importance, 
and perhaps of some hardship to the creditor. There 
were, however, two reasons why there ought to be an 
English probate in this case. The first was, that the 
debt was bonum notabile in England, inasmuch as Eng- 
land was the domicil of the company at the time of Mr. 
Fernandes’ death: Attorney-General v. Bowens, 4 M. & 
W. 191, and secondly, that the money was in the hands 
of the liquidator who, as the officer of the Court, could 
only pay it out upon the production of such evidence of 
title as the Court itself would require, such evidence being 
the English probate. It isthe domicilof the debtor, not 
that of the creditor, which is material in these cases. 
Conversely, had the company been an Indian company, 
and the creditor domiciled in England, his executors 
could only have got at the money upon proving the 
will in India, 


COMMON LAW. 
INTERROGATORIES—PLAINTIFF’s TITLE—PRACTICE, 
The Derby Commercial Bank (Limited) v. Lumsden and 
Another, C.P.,18 W. RB. 526, 

This case illustrates a rule of practice that is often 
acted on, but often misunderstood. Generally a defen- 
dant is not allowed to interrogate the plaintiff as to the 


















plaintiff’s title in the action. It is for the plaintiff to 

establish this, and if he fails to do so he fails in his action. 
The defendant must rely on his some substantive defence 
of his own, and not seek to build one up from materials 
gathered from information obtained from the-plaintiff. If, 
however, the defendant admits a primd facie title in the 
plaintiff, but seeks to avoid the effect of that title by 
showing additional facts which destroy it, interroga- 
tories may be administered by the defendant for the 
‘purpose of ascertaining the precise nature of such facts. 
Such facts, it is clear, are the defendant’s evidence and 
not the plaintiff’s. The plaintiff would not, of course, 
produce them at the trial; but the defendant would be 
compelled to do so, to avoid the effect of the primd facie 
title. This practice forms an apparent rather than a real 
exception to the rule which forbids a defendant to inter- 
rogate the plaintiff as to the plaintiff’s title. 

Finney v. Forward (14 W. BR. 85) is an illustration of 
the general rule protecting plaintiffs from the necessity 
of giving discovery of title todefendants; and Zhe Derby, 
§c., Bank v. Lumsden, illustrates the apparent excep- 
tion. In Zhe Derby, §c., Bank v. Lumsden, the plain- 
tiffs, as holders of bills of lading, sued the defendants. 
The defendants admitted the plaintiffs’ title prima facie 
as holders of the bills of lading, but set up as a defence 
certain facts connected with the delivery of the bills to 
the plaintiffs which, as the defendants contended, showed 
a defence to the action. The defendants were allowed 
to administer the interrogatories as to these facts on the 
ground that, in so doing, they only sought discovery of 
ag own case, and did not inquire into that of the plain- 
tiffs. 

In cases such as these a special affidavit, setting out 
the facts of the case, should be made, so as to show how 
it is that the applicants are entitled to the order for 
which they ask, and this was done in this case. 

It is as well to notice that what we have said does not 
apply to actions of ejectment. They are governed by a 
practice somewhat different from that of other actions. 
In ejectment the defendant is not, as a general rule, en- 
titled to interrogate the plaintiff as to his title (Stoate v. 
Reid, 11 W. R. 595; Pearson v. Turner, 12 W. R. 801; 
Provident Assurance Company v. Maclnerheny, 18 W.R. 
583). But, under special circumstances, sueh interroga- 
tories may be allowed (Flitchcroft v. Fletcher, 4 W. R. 
263; and Kettlewell v. Dyson, 16 W. R. 851). 





MARINE INSURANCE—COMMENCEMENT OF INSURABLE 
INTEREST. 


foley v. The United Fire and Marine Insurance Company 
of Sydney, Ex. Ch., 18 W. R. 437. 

We noticed a short time ago (ante, p. 314), amongst 
the ‘‘ Recent Decisions,” the case of Barber v. Fleming 
(18 W. R. 254), where it was held that if a vessel is 
chartered from A. to B. the interest in the freight com- 
mences under the charter-party on the vessel sailing 
for A. in ballast, and consequently the shipowner has an 
insurable interest in such freight as soon as the voyage 
to A. commences. This decision recognises the rule to 
this effect laid down in Phillips on Insurance, s. 328. 

In Barber v, Fleming the vessel sailed in ballast to a 
port under a charter-party, under which she was to take 
& cargo from that port to her port of destination. The 
freight under the charter-party was insured and the 
vessel lost before she reached her port of loading. In 
deciding that the shipowner had an insurable interest in 
the freight, the Court said that they did not decide what 
would have been the result if the vessel had sailed with 
a cargo to her port of loading, or if she had made any 
intermediate voyages before going to the port of load- 
ing, which was permitted by the terms of the charter- 
‘party. 

Foley v. The United &e. Insurance Company has now 
decided that if in the case we first put a vessel is 
chartered from A. to B., the insurable interest in the 
freight commences under the charter-party on the vessel 
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sailing for A. even with a cargo, if the voyage to A. is 
with the object of carrying out the terms of the 
charter-party as well as of conveying cargo. The prin- 
ciple of the decision is that “an inchoate right to the 
freight attached as soon as the voyage agreed on by the 
charter-party was commenced and in which ultimately 
the freight was to be earned.” The facts in Foley v. 
The United Sc. Insurance Company were shortly that a 
vessel then about to sail with a cargo from Calcutta to 
Mauritius was chartered to sail with all convenient speed 
to Mauritius to discharge her cargo there and then to sail 
to Rice Ports and there to load. The freight under the 
charter-party was insured “at and from” Mauritius to 
Rice Ports. The vessel was lost at Mauritius by a peril 
insureé against when about half the cargo had been dis- 
charged. It was argued that the insurance did not at- 
tach until the vessel had discharged her cargo and so 
was ready to sail under the charter-party. A distinc- 
tion was drawn in argument between this case and 
Barber v. Fleming on the ground that in this case the 
vessel should have gone with her cargo to Mauritius 
even if not chartered by the insured, and that sach 
voyage was, therefore, not an ioception of the voyage 
the freight for which was insured. It was decided, 
however, on the principle before mentioned that the in- 
terest had already commenced before the loss and that 
the liability under the assurance attached as soon as the 
vessel arrived at Mauritius. 

The result of Foley v. Zhe United, ke. Insurance 
Company is that it includes and extends the principle 
of Barber v. Fleming, but it still leaves open the ques- 
tion whether if in a case like Barber v. Fleming the 
vessel had been lost on an intermediate voyage allowed 
by the charter-party, the shipowner could recover fer 
the loss of his insured freight. This point was not 
touched upon in Foley v. The United, §c., Insurance 
Company. 





REVIEWS. 


A. Practical Treatise on the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, together 
with so much of the Debtors Act, 1869, and the Bankruptcy 
Repeal and Insolvent Court Act, 1869, as Relates to Bank- 
ruptey; with the Statutes, General Rules, Orders Relating 
to County Courts and District Bankruptey Courts, Notes of 
Cases under the Old and New Law, Scales of Costs and Fees, 
and a Copious Index. By JouN T. TREHERNE, Solicitor, a 
Member of the Incorporated Law Society. London: Shaw 
& Sons. 1870. 

This appears to us to be one of the most complete and 
serviceable of the many manuals relating to the new law of 
bankruptcy which have come under our notice. As we have 
more than once said, the time has hardly yet arrived when 
a really systematic and exhaustive work on the new law and 
practice of bankruptcy can be looked for; the law is still to 
a great extent doubtful, and the practice unsettled. But 
Mr. Treherne, in his notes to the new Act, has brought to- 
gether a large mass of law, both old and new, which will be 
of great assistance in understanding and working the Act; 
a the book is well-arranged and well-indexed. 








The Law relating to Industrial and Provident Societies (in- 
cluding the winding up clauses), with a practical introduc- 
tion, notes, aid model rules ; to which are added the Law of 
France on the same subject, and remarks on Trade Unions. 
By Epwarb W1LLIAM BRABROOK, F.S.A., of Lincoln's Inn, 
Barrister-at-Law, and of the Friendly Societies Registry. 
London: Butterworth's. 

Mr. Brabrook, taking a strong personal interest in this 
subject, and aided by his position as an employe of the 
Registry of Friendly Societies, has compiled an account ot 
Industrial and Provident Societies, and some other matters 
gusden. generis, which is likely to be very serviceable to 
people desirous of understanding the rationale and history 
of these societies. 

The work is addressed rather to persons interested 
practically in the subject than to lawyers, though, as 
8 tively, carefully and accurately written, it may be 








usefully consulted by practitioners desirous of learning 
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more upon the subject than is to be found in works on 
partnerships or joint stock companies. An introduction of 
thirty-five pages gives a succinct history of the legislation on 
the subject, statistics, and some good practical advice. The 
Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1862, is then printed, 
with forms and a few notes of decided cases, &c., and there 
are also given the relevant portions of the Joint Stock Com- 
panies Act, 1862, with a few more notes. A form of model 
rules is then given, of the merits of which we do not pro- 
fess to be judges, and parts V. and VI. are taken up by 
the French law of 24th June, 1867, relating to Co-operative 
Societies, and some account of the history of the law re- 
lative to Trades Unions, and the recent legislation and pro- 
posals for legislation on that subject. There is also a full 
and carefully ordered index. A short table is given of 
thirty-five reported decisions cited in the course of the work. 

It is needless for us to say that this by no means ex- 
hausts the authorities material to the practitioner upon the 
subject dealt with by Mr. Brabrook; the book, however, is 
thoughtfully written, and we recommend it to those who 
desire to learn something practical about the work which 
these societies are meant to do and the way in which it is 
to be done. 


A Treatise on the Law and Practice Respecting Bills of Sale ; 
with the Registration Act. By James P. Byrne, Esq., 
Solicitor. Second Edition. London: Stevens & Haynes. 
Dublin: Hodges & Smith. 

This treatise appears to be the work of a solicitor prac- 
tising in Dublin; and it is no doubt intended primarily for 
use in Ireland. But the law of bills of sale is in almost all 
particulars the same in the two countries ; the most material 
difference is the somewhat arbitrary and unaccountable one 
that, whereas, by the 29 & 30 Vict. c. 96, bills of sale in 
England require re-registration every five years, there is no 
corresponding provision for Ireland. Mr. Byrne’s book is, 
therefore, really almost as well adapted for use in England 
asin Ireland. It appears to us tocentain a very careful and 
accurate summary of the branch of law with which it deals, 
and a very complete collection of the cases upon the subject, 
including the most modern. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(In Banco, before Buacksury, Metior, and Hannen, JJ.) 


April 28.—JIn the matter of Frederick Augustus Farrar, an 
attorney. 


In this case a rule had been obtained calling on the In- | 


corporated Law Society to show cause why Mr. Farrar 
should not be restored to the roll of attorneys. Murray 
appeared to show cause against the rule on behalf of the 
society ; Prentice in support of its being made absolute. 

It may be remembered that Mr. Farrar was convicted at 
the October sessions, 1868, of the CentralCriminal Court for 
uttering a forged acceptance of Earl Dudley for £800, and 
was thereupon sentenced by Mr. Justice Byles to ten years’ 
penal servitude. It was then a matter of course that he 
should be struck off the roll of attorneys. In the January 
succeeding, however, after an investigation, the Home Office 
came to the conclusion that the prisoner had been wrongly 
convicted. Thereupon he received a free pardon, and sub- 
sequently an application was made to have him restored to 
the roll of attorneys. The Law Society, however, refused 


to do so, upon the ground that the circumstances were such - 


as to justify the conclusion that Mr. Farrar was not a pro- 
per person to be allowed to practise as an attorney. 
Upon appeal to this Court, their wee desired 
farther information, to assure them that the pardon 
of the Home Office was founded upon the conviction 
of Mr. Farrar’s innocence, or that it resulted from 
some irregularity at the trial, or from Mr. Farrar 
having given evidence > ae the other prisoner, Hullet, 
However, from the vits now produced, it was made 
clear that the pardon was due to the belief in Mr. Farrar’s 
innocence of the charge. It appeared that Hullet was a 
Lill diecounter of some notoriety residing in Hampshire, 
and living there under circumstances of a certain degree 
of affluence. Farrar became acquainted with him in May, 
1868, and shortly after he wrote to Farrar proposing that 
Farrar should borrow money from his cliente to advance to 
needy turfites and spendthrift young gentlemen through 








Hullet. For this the clients were to receive ten per cent, 
Farrar ten percent. commission, and Hullet ten per cent, 
commission. There was no evidence, however, that Farrar 
had assented to the proposal. Hullet was also known in 
the musical world, and in July, 1868, he sent up to Farrar 
an agreement purporting to be drawn up between himself 
and Earl Dudley, whereby, in consideration of a payment 
of 800 guineas, he was to write an opera for his Lordship, 
Simultaneously he sent up the forged acceptance per post 
for Farrar to negotiate. Farrar seems to have had no diffi. 
culty in negotiating what purported to be Lord Dudley’s 
acceptance for £800, but of course the fraud very quickly 
came to light. Farrar appeared as a witness against Hul- 
let, and thereupon Mrs. Hullet turned round and gave up 
a number of letters on which the prosecution against Far- 
rar was founded. Among the memorialists to the Home 
Office in Farrar’s favour were the Messrs. Lewis, the at- 
torneys for the prosecutien, who declared that in their 
opinion the verdict of the jury was not justifiable. 

BLACKBURN, J., said he had come to the conclusion that 
the decision of the Home Office was well founded, and that 
the grant of a pardon was ex debito justitie. Further, he 
did not think that the circumstances disclosed would war- 
rant their striking an attorney off the rolls, At the same 
time a distinction was to be made between striking an 
attorney off the rolls and keeping him off once he had been 
struck off. Had Mr. Farrar accepted the offer of the ten 
per cent. commission, they might have come to the conclu- 
sion that the rule ought to be discharged. But as there 
was no evidence that he had, the rule would be made abso- 
lute for restoring him to the rolls. Mr. Farrar, in aiding 
and abetting the advance of money to young spendthrifts, 
had unfortunately touched pitch, and might be propor- 
tionately blackened. It had, moreover, been established 
against him that he had acted as an attorney for a year 
without a stamped certificate. No doubt this was through 
inadvertence ; still, in addition to the proper stamp duty 
to be recouped to the department, he must pay a penalty of 
£10 


A rule absolute was accordingly made. 





COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 


(In Banco, before Bovitt, C.J., and Keatine, Smiru, and 
Brert, JJ.) 


May 6.—Sinelair v. The Great Eastern Railway Company. 
In this action the plaintiff's claim had been referred to 


| arbitration and fixed by the arbitrator at £28,000, and a rule 


nisi to set aside the award having been granted on the terms 
of paying into court the debt and costs, to abide the event, 
the defendants had paid into court the sum of £28,850 as 
security for debt and costs, pending the argument on the 
rule. On the 8th of November last the rule was discharged, 
the clerk of the plaintiff’s attorneys being present at the 
time. On the 2nd of December the defendants’ attorney in- 
formed the plaintiff's attorney that the money lay in court 
at their risk. At this time judgment had been signed, but 
there appeared to have been some dispute, in the course of 
which the defendants’ attorney said that no interest would 
be paid on the amount of the debt and costs after the dis- 
charge of the rule. The plaintiff’s attorneys contended, on 
the other hand, that it was for the defendants to iy ew 
money and not for the plaintiff to go and take it. They 
therefore refused to take it out of court, and threatened an 
execution. After it had remained in court for three months 
from the discharge of the rule, the defendants’ attorney took 
it out to save the interest, and the plaintiff's attorneys took 
proceedings to obtain execution for the amount of the award, 
the costs, and interest not only from the date of the award, 
but also since the 9th of November, at 4 per cent. A rule 
having been obtained to stay these proceedings, 

Sir G. Honyman and Watkin Williams shewed cause 
against the rule, and contended that it was the duty of the 
defendants’ attorney to have paid over the money to the 
plaintiff's attorneys, and that it was not for the plaintiff's 
attorneys to go and take the money out of court, nor were 
they bound to do so. 

Bovi1, C.J., said so far as he could make out the 
matter, it seemed to be a dispute between the attorneys’ 
clerks, who should take out a summons at a cost of 2s., to 
go before the judge and gt an order at a further cost of 2s., 

take the money, £28,850, out of court and charge 6s, 8d. 
for doing it. 
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Sir J. Karslake, Q.C., and Marriott, for the defendants, 
cited Hewes y. Pyke, 1 Dowl. 322. Tie defendants were 
ready to pay interest on the amount awarded from the 
signing of the judgment to the 8th November, but they 
ought not to be liable for any further interest, as on that 
day the plaintiff might have taken the whole amount out 
of court. 

Bovi1t, C.J., said if the question had been whether the 
judgment was satisfied by the payment of the money into 
court he should have been of opinion that, according to 
strict technical rule, it was not. But that was not the 
question on this rule. The Court had always the power of 
controlling its proceedings and of taking care that injustice 
was not done. The question was, whether this money had 
not been brought into court for the plaintiff, to be received 
by him if the application to set aside the award was not 
successful. The plain meaning of that was that if the appli- 
cation failed then the plaintiff should have the money so 
paid into court, and no judge or counsel or attorney 
could understand it in a different sense. The rule to 
set aside the award was refused on the 9th of November, 
and there was nothing to prevent the plaintiff from 
obtaining payment of the money paid into court. The 
money was there, and if, having the means of obtaining that 
money, the attorney for the plaintiff had thought fit to 
issue execution, according to Hughes v. Pike the Court 
would have set aside that execution, and would not have 
allowed the costs of it, for it would be an abuse of the 
process of the Court. He really could not conceive what 
was the real object of this dispute. He could hardly 
suppose it was a question of two shillings for a sum- 
mons and two shillings for an order. If the plaintiff’s 
attorneys had thought fit to take out the summons, and had 
obtained the defendants’ consent, and had attended to re- 
ceive the money, he was informed by the Master that all 
would have been allowed on taxation of costs. This dis- 
pute had arisen, he must suppose, from temper—from one 
attorney’s clerk putting his knowledge of law against 
another attorney’s clerk, the result being that somebody 
would have lost all the interest for three months on £28,850, 
and somebody would have lost all the costs of the 
present rule. It would be sanctioning an abuse of the pro- 
ceedings of the Court to allow the security to stand as 
security for the interest which had accrued on the money 
paid into court after the time when it might have been 
taken out by the plaintiff. The rule, therefore, must be 
absolute. 

Keatine, Smitu, and Brert, JJ., concurred. 

Attorneys for the plaintiff, Thomas § Hollams. 

Attorney for the defendant, Shaw. 


(In Banco, before Katine, Smiru, and Brett, JJ.) 
May 7.—Dickeson v. The London and Brighton Railway 
Company. 

The plaintiff in this case had recovered from the defen- 
dants £250 for and £93 5s. 4d. for costs, upon 
the ground that he was injured in the New-cross accident. 
Subsequently it was found that he was not in the train at 
all, and that a rupture, which it had been said was caused 
by the collision, was some years old. Upon these facts the 
plaintiff was convicted at the Old Bailey of perjury and 
sentenced to two years’ imprisonment. A rule was then 
obtained to set aside the judgment in the action, and to call 
upon the plaintiff to show cause why he should not repay 
the amount received from the company. The rule also 
called upon Mr. Stephen Scott, the plaintiff's attorney, to 
show cause why he should not repay to the company as 
much of the money as he had not paid to the plaintiff. 

J. Brown, Q.C. (W. Y. Clare with him), for Mr. Scott, pro- 
duced affidavits which stated that the £250 (except about 
£30 for extra costs) had been paid over to the plaintiff or 
to his order; and the attorney had simply retained the 
amount of his costs as between attorney and client. 

Lopes, Q.C. (Joyce with him), said the question was 
whether Mr. Scott could, under the circumstances, retain 
the amount which he had received from the company for 
costs. They submitted that he could not retain money which 
he would never have received but for the fraud of the 
plaintiff, 

No cause was shown on behalf of the plaintiff. 

Keatine, J., said that there was of course no doubt that 
the money had been obtained from the defendants by the 
fraud of the plaintiff, but there was nothing to show that 
there was any professional or other misconduct on the part 





of the attorney, and therefore it was not right that he 
should be made liable to return the money, as though he 
had been a participator in the fraud. The rule must, 
therefore, be discharged as against the attorney, and made 
absolute against the plaintiff. 
COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
(In Banco, before Ketiy, C.B.,and Marrix, BRAMWELL, 
and CrEeassy, BB.) 
May 6.—Matthews v. Collis and Another. 

In this case (vide ante 528) the Court now discharged both 
rules. 

Ketty, C.B., and BramMwett, B., however, stated their 
individual opinions that a less sum for damages would have 
sufficed. 








COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Lincotn’s-Inn FIexps. 
(Before the Cuter JuDGE.) 
May 2.—Re Wyatt. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 19—Publie examination of bank- 
rupt—Allegation of fraudulent conduct—Practice. 

At this sitting for public examination of the bankrupt, 
held pursuant to the 19th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, Mr. Boydell, solicitor, for a creditor, proposed to ex- 
amine the bankrupt for the purpose of showing that he 
had obtained money by false pretences. 

Mr. Lloyd, solicitor, for the trustee appointed under the 
bankruptcy, did not oppose... 

The Curer Jupce said this was not the proper time for 
the opposing creditor to prefer his complaint. The only 
question before the Court was whether the bankrupt was 
entitled to pass his examination upon the accounts which 
he had filed, and evidence for the purpose of showing that 
the conduct of the bankrupt was open to objection could 


j not be allowed. The consideration of the bankrupt’s con- 


duct would be reserved. 
Solicitors for the trustee, Ford ¢ Lloyd. 
May 4.—Re Greer. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 84, rule 94—Adjournment of first 
meeting—Order to annul—ddjudication, 

Mr Munns, solieitor for the bankrupt, asked for an order 
to annul the adjudication. 

It appeared that at the first meeting held under the 
bankruptcy one creditor only proved his debt, and the pro- 
ceedings were adjourned for a week, in pursuance of the 
84th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and the 94th rule. 
Before the day appointed for the adjourned sitting, the 
creditor proving signed a consent to the annulment of the 
adjudication, but upon an application being made to the 
registrar for an order he declined to make it by reason of the 
adjournment of the former meeting, and the matter was 
referred to the Chief Judge. 

Mr. Munns submitted that he was entitled, upon proof 
of the usual requisites, to an order for the annulment of the 
adjudication, without waiting for the adjourned meeting of 
creditors. Under the old law the Court constantly annulled 
adjudications with the eonsent of creditors who had proved 
or claimed debts, and he asked that the practice should be 
followed under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. He submitted 
that the circumstance of the first meeting of creditors having 
been adjourned formed no valid reason for a refusal to 
grant an order to annul. 

The Cu1zkF Jup@eE said the words of the statute were 
very plain. Until the adjourned sitting had taken place 
the first sitting was not in fact complete, but when that 
had been held an application might be made for an order to 
annul, As matters now stood nothing could be clearer; 
until the second meeting had taken place the bankrupt 
was not in a position to ask for an order to annul, 

Application refused. 

Solicitors, Lewis, Munns, Nunn & Longden. 

May 6.—Re Hewer. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, ss. $4, 126, ¢ 126—Petition for ligui- 
dation by arrangement or composition—First meeting without 

@ quorum. 

Mr. Frankish, solicitor for the debtor, applied for the 
direction of the Court under the following circumstances :— 
The debtor, who had only four creditors, filed a petition for 
liquidation, under the 125th & 126th sections of the Bank- 
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ruptcy Act, 1869. At the first meeting only one creditor 
attended, and he passed a resolution for a liquidation out of 
court. The Registrar, upon the matter being brought under 
his notice, was of opinion that the proceedings fell through, 
but on the part of the debtor it was now contended that -by 
the effect of the section 125 (division 2), and section 84, and 
rule 94, the proceedings should stand adjourned for a week 
in order that a quorum, consisting of three creditors. might 
have a further opportunity to attend and pass a resolution. 

The Cuter JupGe, was of opinion that the meeting should 
be considered as adjourned for a week, in order that a valid 
resolution might Le passed by a guorum of three creditors. 

Order accordingly. 

May 9.—Re Figu/s. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 72, 125, § 126—Jurisdiction 
—Injunction—Practice, 

Reed, on behalf of the mortgagee of the lease of the debtor's 
premises and other property, applied for an order against 
the landlord of the premises, restraining him from 
proceeding further in an action of ejectment which he had 
brought for recovering possession of the property. 

_It appeared that the mortgagee had consented that his 
right to realise his security should remain in abeyance, in 
order that the receiver appointed under the proceedings 
should realise the property and pay him out of the proceeds. 
The present application was made under the 72nd section of 
ey Act, 1869. No adjudication had yet been 
made. 

Reed contended that the Court had jurisdiction to deal 
with a question of this nature without the presentation of a 
petition. 

The Cuter Jvpce doubted whether the Court 
could interfere with the right of the landlord, which 
was paramount, but at all events it was an essential condi- 
tion that the applicant should give an undertaking to in- 
demnify the landlord. The subject of indemnity seemed 
somewhat to have been overlooked in previous cases. The 
order would be granted upon the condition stated. 

Solicitor, Maynard. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wittiam Lampert Dozson, Attorney-General of the 
colony of ‘Tasmania, has been appointed a Puisne Judge of 
the Supreme Court of Hobart Town, in the room of Sir 
Francis Smith, who has become Chief Justice on the retire- 
ment of Sir Valentine Fleming. The new judge is the 
eldest son of the late Mr. John Dobson, formerly of Carr 
Hill, Durham, who afterwards settled in Van Diemen’s 
Land. Mr. W. L. Dobson received his early education at 
Hobart Town, but came to England to prosecute his legal 
studies; he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
June, 1856, having obtained a certificate of honour in 
the bar examination. On his return to the colony 
he was appointed Crown Solicitor of Tasmania, but 
soon resigned that office to become Solicitor-General in 
succession to the late Mr. T. J. Knight. On the resigna- 
tion of Mr. Knight in February, 1361, Mr. Dobson was 
nominated Attorney-General and a member of the Execu- 
tave Council of that colony, which office he held while his 
party remained in power. The Attorney-Generalship of 
colonial governments is generally a stepping-stone to the 
bench, and Mr. Dobson, like the Chief Justice, Sir Francis 
Smith, has now become a judge by favour of the Tasmanian 
ministry. 

Mr. James Cocxecven Prysicer, solicitor, of Newbury, 
has been elected coroner for the eastern division of the 
county of Berks, in succession to the late Dr. Alexander. 
The unsucceseful candidate, Mr. W. J. Cowper, had acted 
as deputy to the late coroner, who was his father-in-law, 
for seventeen years. Mr. Pinniger was admitted as a solici- 
ger in Michaelmas Term 1855; he is junior partner in the 
lal firm of B. & J.C. Pinniger. 

Mr. Francis Wititiams Jounson, solicitor, of Stockport, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Stockport Board of Guar- 
dians, in succession to the late Mr. Henry Coppock. Mr. 
Johnson was admitted in Trinity Term, 1859, and is a 
younger brother of Mr. William Johnson, coroner for 
Cheshire, to whom he has acted as deputy for some years, 
and with whom he is in partnership. The salary of the 
new clerk, who will also the duties of Superinten- 
dent Kegistrar, will be per annum. 








Mr, Atrrep Woop Exxiort, solicitor, of Hastings, has 
been elected vestry clerk of the parish of St. Mary’s, Has- 
tings, which office was rendered vacant by the death of Mr, 
John Phillips, solicitor. 

Mr. Freperick Apoteuvus LANGHAM, solicitor, of Has- 
tings, has been appointed solicitor to the parish of St. Leo. 
nards, in succession to the late Mr. John Philllips, 

Mr. Suwon Dunning, solicitor, of Parliament-street, has 
been appointed Legal Secretary to the Right Rev. Dr, 
Durnford, the newly-appointed Bishop of Chichester, Mr, 
Dunning is a member of the legal firm of Burder & Dun- 
ning, which has acted for many years as secretaries to the 
late Bishop of Chichester. 

Mr. Joun Joseru Yates, Solicitor, of Liverpool, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for affidavits in the Superior 
Courts of Common Law in Ireland. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


T. B. has not sent his name and address. 





Sir, --“* A Barrister”’ in your impression of the 7th inst. 
reminds me that I have a “ very simple remedy ” in my own 
hands for the iniquitous system under which I am, as an 
attorney, debarred from pleading in the superior courts. I 
am at a loss to find out the “ simplicity ”’ of this remedy 
unless it be in the childish folly of eating dinners for twelve 
terms or in wasting three years of profitable energy in dis- 
graceful sloth. This certainly is very simple, but unfor- 
tunately it is a little too catching. Does ‘‘ A Barrister” 
for a moment suppose that any solicitor would be so foolish 
as to seek a remedy for such an iniquitous system in such a 
way? I am glad, however, to find that a gentleman of 
the other branch is now brought into the arena. His letter 
is one more proof of the little knowledge barristers have of 
the value of time. 

I am perfectly acquainted with the case of Scott v. 
Stansfield, which I admit must be held to be the law until 
revised. The interpretation, however, put upon it by “A 
Barrister” is incorrect. It does not apply to attorneys 
having the conduct of a cause. It was an action by a 
solicitor against a county court judge for slander uttered 
by the judge in a case tried before him in which the 
solicitor himself was the defendant, and addressed to him 
when he was giving evidence in the witness-box. The 
Lord Chief Baron and Baron Channell were careful not to 
lay down that a judge is altogether irresponsible for slander 
against persons who are not parties to the cause. If, as 
your correspondent states, it decided that “no county 
court judge any more than any other judge of any court of 
record is answerable for any comments on the conduct of 
the attorneys in the court, no matter how false, malicious, 
or irrelevant his comments may be,” we might just as well 
cease to be a profession. That a false, malicious, 
irrelevant ‘‘slander” can be levelled against any man 
without a remedy, is contrary to the spirit of the English 
law. If, therefore, the case were as ‘‘ A Barrister” puts it, 
it would only show the necessity of some interference by 
the Legislature. How that decision was arrived at, how- 
ever, can easily be seen. It was conducted by barristers, 
defended by barristers, and decided by barristers. They, 
of course, will shelve all the responsibility they can and 
make ‘‘ nunkey pay for all.” This same desire to get rid 
of responsibility, no doubt actuated my counsel on the 
occasion in question, and led them to think no explanation 
necessary. A Souiciror. 

London, May, 1870. 

[This is rather silly.—Ep. S.J. ] 








Mr. Adam Paterson, a member of the firm of Puterson, 
Forbes, & Barr, solicitors, of € pay of has been appointed Dean 
of the Faculty of Procurators in that city. 

The Indian papers, as cited by the (lobe, report a “ scene 
in court”’ at the Bombay Criminal Sessions on April 12, in 
which Mr. Chisholm Anstey, the late Bridgwater election 
commissioner, after obstinately refusing to sit down when re- 
quired to do so by the judge (Sir C. Sargeant), was nominally 
committed for contempt of court. A Bridgwater newspaper, 
which cannot abide Mr. Anstey, hails this event, apparently, as 
calculated to salve, in some measure, the outraged feelings of 
Bridgwater. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


March 9.—The Naturalization Bill. Consideration of the 
Commons’ amendments. The Lord Chancellor explained 
that there were only four, to which he hoped they would 
agree. In clause 2 (enabling aliens to hold property), the 
Commons had struck out the proviso empowering the Queen 
in Council to suspend its operation with regard to the en- 
joyment of property by aliens, subjects of any state at war 
with Her Majesty, during the continuance of such hostili- 
ties. This proviso had appeared to him scarcely necessary, 
since during a time of war, there would be ample power to 
take action with regard to the subjects of an enemy who 
had settled or held property in thiscountry. The aim of the bill 
—thoughit could not bethoroughly carried out—was to enable 
any person with a double allegiance to elect which country he 
would be a subject of. Clause 14 accordingly provided that 
any person who by being born within the British dominions 
became a British subject, but who became at his birth under 
the law of any foreign state a subject thereof, might, if of 
full age and not subject to any disability, make a declara- 
tion of alienage, and cease to be a British subject. Now, 
the Commons had added the converse proposition—that a 
person born out of Her Majesty’s dominions who by reason 
of parentage was a British subject should in like manner be 
able to make a declaration of alienage and cease to bea 
British subject. This he thought an improvement, for it 
made the position of both countries a reciprocal one. The 
term of three years’ residence adopted by their lordships as 
a qualification for naturalization had been extended by the 


‘Commons to five years, which was the period required in | a 7 3 - 
=— } 4 ‘ ment by Dr. Ball, providing that eviction for breach of a 


Prussia, and he believed at present in the United States. 
Considering that naturalization would confer the full privi- 
lege of citizenship, including a seat in Parliament and mem- 
bership of the Privy Council, their lordships, he trusted, 
would assent to this. The Commons had also added a mo- 
ney clause, enabling the Home Secretary to fix the fees 
payable on certificates and declarations, which could not 
properly have been inserted by their lordships.—The amend- 
ments were agreed to accordingly. 


first time. 

May 12.—Ecelesiastical Dilapidationx—A Will by the 
Archbishop of Canterbury was read a first time. 

The Ecclesiastical Patronage Transfer Bill passed through 
committee. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

May 6.—Zilegal Lotteries.—Myr. Charley, after giving a 
sketch of the law on the subject, complained that while the 
Government enforced the law against other lotteries, they 
allowed Roman Catholic lotteries to go scot-free—Mr. 
Bruce in reply said that where lotteries were got up 
not for gain, but for good objects, the Home Office practice 
was to communicate with the parties, pointing out the ille- 

ality of the affair, and such interference always succeeded 
in attaining its object. He doubted whether more direct 
interference would be approved by Parliament in cases where 
the lottery was for pious and charitable purposes. In reply 
to Mr. Sinclair Aytoun he stated that it was within his power 
and consistent with his duty, to determine when tho law, as 
laid down in a particular Act of Parliament, should or should 
not be enforced.—Mr. Whalley accepted Mr. Bruce’s reply 
as an avowal that the Roman Catholic religion ought to be 
extended. 

The Jrish Land Bill.—Adjourned committee. Clause 4 
(Compensation for improvements) was resumed, and having 
been amended, on the motion of Dr, Ball, by adding leases 
for lives to the leases for thirty-one years which bar com- 

msation, was agreed to.—Clause 5 (Presumption in tenant’s 
vies a Plunket moved an amendment originally pro- 
posed by Sir R. Palmer, to limit this clause to future tenan- 
cies,—The amendment was ultimately rejected by a majority 
of 191 to 132,--Mr. C. Fortescue added a proviso excepting 
from the presumption against the landlord improvements 
made before the acquisition of tho estate by the existing 
landlord and improvements made under leases granted 
twenty years before the Act on holdings over £100 annual 
value,—The clause was then carried by a majority of 167 to 


103. 





The Railways (Powers of Construction) Bill passed through 
committee, an amendment proposed by Mr. Brogden, that 
every hearing by the Board of Trade of an opposed applica- 
tion should be in public, having been rejected by a majority 
of 31 to 16. 

Common Enclosure.—Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen introduced 
a bill toamend the law. 

The Irish Land Bill—Adjourned committee. Clause 6 
(Compensation for other improvements).—Dr. Ball moved 
but withdrew on the understanding that the point would be 
considered by the Government, an amendment limiting the 
operation of the clause to yearly tenants—An amendment 
by Mr. Pim, to extend to tenants of town plots the protec- 
tion given to tenants of agricultural holdings, was negatived. 
—An amendment by Mr. Bruen was agreed to, providing 
that “out of any moneys payable to the tenant under this 
section all sums due to the landlord from the tenant in re- 
spect of rent, or of any deterioration of the holding, or arising 
from the non-observance of any express or any implied cove- 
nant or agreement, and also any sums payable by the tenant 
for taxes due in respect of the holding and not recoverable 
from the landlord, may, if not deducted under the provisions 
of section 4 of this Act, be deducted by the landlord.” —Dr. 
Ball added at the end of the section a proviso that the sec- 
tion should not apply to any money or money’s worth which 
has been paid during the existence of a lease made before 
the passing of the Act. The clause, with other verbal 
amendments, was then agreed to.—Clause 7 (Compensation 
in respect of crops)—Mr. C. S. Read inserted an amend- 
ment providing that this shall only be given in the absence 
of written agreement to the contrary.—Clause 8 (Definition 
of the limitation as to disturbance in holding).—An amend- 


reasonable covenant should not be deemed disturbance, 
was rejected by a majority of 194 to 113.—Mr. Corrance 
moved an amendment substituting for that part of the clause 
which empowers the court on special grounds to hold eject- 


| ment for non-payment of rent not to be disturbance, a 


general proviso enabling the court to treat persons evicted 
for non-payment as persons retiring voluntarily. Landlords 


, Should have adequate security, and the words of the clause 
i ; _ | were, he urged, uncertain.—Mr. C. Fortescue said the clause 

May 10.—The Sequestration of Beneficcs Bill of last session, | 
reintroduced by the Marquis of Hartington, was read a | 





was entirely restricted to tenancies existing at the passing 
of the Act. An unwholesome system of extravagant rents 
having been found to exist, the clause proposed to enable 
the court to consider that matter as to previous tenancies, 
leaving the question as regarded the future —Mr. Hardy 
could not see why, if in futuro ejectment for non-payment 
of rent was not to be disturbance, existing en- 
gagements should be interfered with. He objected, however, 
to the form of the amendment.—Mr. Corrance explained that 
all he proposed to leave to the court was the amount to be 
paid.—- Mr, Gladstone said that a reckless competition having 
been created «amongst tenants, and rents having been 
raised by strange landlords, often on the tenant’s own im- 
provements, to such an extent that it was often quite im- 
possible for the tenants to meet such engagements, it was 
now desired to obtain a fresh starting point in order to 
bring about a strict observance of the conditions of contract 
in Ireland. To meet the difficulty he would suggest the 
addition of words to render the clause applicable only to 
tenancies existing at the passing of the Act, and which had 
continued without any alteration of terms and conditions. 
—Mr. Gregory agreed that the cases of exorbitant rent 
ought to be reached, but he feared that this clause, taken 
with clause 17 (Restriction on eviction), would create fixity 
of tenure without payment of rent.—Mr. Brodrick depre- 
cated the encouraging of tenants by any uncertainty to raise 
questions of the fairness of rent, after they had ceased to 
pay it, or the thrusting on the court of such onerous 
questions.—Lord Elcho remarked that the Government of 
this country were now for the first time proposing te fix the 
price of an article.—The Solicitor-General for Ireland said 
the Government were not proposing anything like a regula- 
tion of prices, and if they were it would not be for the first 
time. ‘The hard cases must be provided for, and the clause 
with the modification provided for by Mr. Gladstone would 
work satisfactorily, ‘The result of the whole clause thus 
amended would be that an ejectment for non-payment of 
rent would not be deemed a disturbance of the tenant unless 
in the case of a person claiming compensation on the de- 
termination of a tenancy existing at the time of the passing 
of the Act, and continuing to exist up to the time of its de- 
termination without any alteration of rent. In that shape 
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the clause would apply only to a limited class of cases, and 
to those only in the event of special grounds being shown. 
—Mr. Bruen’s amendment was then rejected by a majority 
of 132 to 55, and Mr. C. Fortescue inserted the amendment 
proposed by Mr. Gladstone.—Clauses 8 and 9 were agreed 
to with verbal amendments,—Clause 10. Mr. Chichester 
Fortescue said the Government intended to give perfect 
freedom of contract to parties above the line of £50 valua- 
tion. To all tenants below that line the protection which 
the Act gave would be extended, but above that line parties 
would be at liberty to make contracts, no matter in what 
respect these contracts might differ from the basis of the 
Act. It was, accordingly, unnecessary to enact special pro- 
visions relating to tenancies above the line of £50. The 
clause, having been amended accordingly, was agreed to. 
Clause 11 (Exemption). “Town parks” were added to the 
exemptions from compensation.—Mr. C. Fortescue also added 
an amendment exempting holdings used for pasture only, sav- 
ing to the tenant his claim under clause 4. He also accepted an 
amendment introducing a limitation to £50 valuation. The 
clause was thenagreed to.—Clause 12(Proceedings by tenants). 
— Sir J. Gray hoped the Solicitor-General for Ireland would 
define the Ulster tenant-right and the powers which would be 
given to tenants under the clause.—The Solicitor-General for 
Sreland said that the Ulster tenant from year to year would 
have an estate equivalent to an estate in fee simple in his oc- 
cupancy, which he would be entitled to sell to an incoming 
tenant andtoconvey by deed. The bill proposed to legalise, 
but it did not propose to define, the Ulster custom. If the Ul- 
ster landlord chose to break through the Ulster custom, the 
Ulster tenant would be ableto bring him into court, where 
he would be compelled to pay such compensation as the 
Court might think fit after a careful consideration of all the 
circumstances attending the individual case.—Sir J. Gray 
objected to the clause because by its provisions no man 
could make a claim until he was about to quit his holding. 
—Mr. C. Fortescue inserted, in consequence of a suggestion 
by Mr. Walpole, words providing that where a claim is made 
under section 3 of the Act, the number of years rent claimed 
shall be specified. The clause was then agreed to.—Clause 
13 (Proceedings by landlord) was agreed to with verbal 
amendments.—Clause 14 (“Equities clause”) was, after 
several complaints of its vagueness, agreed to with verbal 
amendment only.—Clause 15 (Derivative estates in the same 
holding) was agreed to.—Clause 16 (Lease in lieu of com- 
pensation).—Mr. C. Fortescue carried, by a majority of 250 
to 148, the omission of this clause. 

The Bridgwawr, Beverley, and Norwich Voters’ Disfran- 
chisement Bills were read a third time and passed. 

The Stamp Duty on Deeds Bill.—Mr. Bourke consented to 
postpone the motion for the second reading, on the under- 
standing that he should have a future opportunity if the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer was not able to press forward 
a measure on the subject. 

The Felony Bill was read a third time and passed. 

The Mortgage Debenture Act (1865) Amendment Bill was 
read a third time and passed. 

Law of Parliamentary Elections Amendment Bili—The Mar- 
quis of Hartington, in introducing this bill, said it was 
founded mainly on the report of the recent committee, though 
diametrically opposed to it, as to the abolition of nomination 
days. For the present public ceremony the bill proposed to 
substitute a system of private nominations. Commenting 
on the principal objections to the ballot, he met the argu- 
ment that voting, as a public trust, should involve a 
public responsibility, by saying that purity and freedom of 
election were as important as publicity. With regard to the 
objection that the secret voting would render bribery and 
personation impossible of detection, he replied that under 
the scheme embodied in the bill it would, it was believed, be 
quite possible to identify the votes for judicial purposes.— 
Mr. Leatham would have preferred a ballot bil pure and 
simple and would not withdraw his own.—Mr. Fawcett 
lamented that the expenses of the election were not to be 
thrown upon the constituencies.—The bill was read a first 
time and the second reading fixed for May 30. 


sy! 10,—The Bribery Prosecutions—Sir Henry Edwards.— 
Mr. Horsman, to elicit an explanation from the Attorney- 
General, called attention to a letter written to the Times by 
Sir H. Edwards’ son, in which the writer said that the 
Beverley Commissioners had not, as stated by the Attorney- 
General in a recent debate, recommended the prosecution of 
Sir H. Edwards, but, on the contrary, disapproved of it.— 


‘The Attorney-General said that the Act of 1863 provided 





that the commissioners’ report, and the evidence against any 
person who had not received a certificate, should be laid be. 
fore the Attorney-General. He would gladly have deferred 
instituting prosecutions against Sir H. Edwards and the 
others till he could take the opinion of the House ; but that 
course was not open to him, because the Act required that 
the prosecution, if begun at all, should be begun within 
twelve months from the commission of the offence. The 
Beverley Commissioners, in what they called their interim 
report, stated certain facts as to Sir H. Edwards, adding that 
they did not deem it their duty to examine him. He and 
the Solicitor-General examined the evidence with Mr. Archi- 
bald, the Permanent Counsel to the Treasury (than whose 
opinion no better could be obtained), and came to the con- 
clusion that they were bound to submit the evidence to a 
jury. Mr. Barstow, one of the commissioners, had after- 
wards changed his mind, considering that Sir H. Edwards 
was entitled to a certificate of indemnity, but he (the At- 
torney-General) could not hold that anyone was entitled to 
such a certificate who had not been compelled to answer 
questions tending to criminate himself. He had had no 
choice but to direct the prosecution. 

Public Prosecutions—A motion by Sir D. Wedderburn, 
for a select committee to inquire into the present system of 
conducting public prosecutions in Scotland, with the view of 
amending that system if necessary, and of extending to other 
parts of the United Kingdom the institution of public pro- 
secutors, was negatived without a division. 

The Income Tax—Schedule D.—A motion by Mr. Whalley, 
for a select committe to inquire into the mode of assessing 
the ineome tax under schedule D, was negatived without a 
division. 

Conventual and Monastic Institutions.—The Select Com- 
mittee was nominated as follows:—Mr. Villiers, Mr. 
Newdegate, Mr, Jessel, Mr. Thomas Chambers, Mr. Mat- 
thews, Mr. Howes, Mr. Cogan, Mr. Pemberton, The O’Conor 
Don, Mr. Bourke, Mr. Sherlock, Mr. John Gilbert Talbot, 
Mr. Pease, Mr. George Gregory, and Sir John Ogilvy. 
—Mr. Eykyn added an instruction to the committee that 
it had power to include in its inquiry Anglican and all 
other conventual and munastic institutions in Great Britain 
of aconventual or monastic character.—Mr. H. Matthews 
wished that the committee should be so instructed as that 
no member of an order who might be called upon for eyi- 
dence should be compelled or called upon to make minute 
statements that could lead to the property of his monastery 
being forfeited by its being shown to be held under a title 
that was bad inlaw. He, therefore, moved ‘‘ That it be an 
instruction to the committee not to inquire into matters 
which would involve a criminal charge against any person, 
or the forfeiture of any legal or equitable interest in pro- 
perty.”—Mr. Gladstone replied that there was no ground 
for apprehensions about property. He emphatically de- 
clined such a limitation of a field of inquiry which so large 
a majority of the House had marked out. 

The Wine and Beerhouses Act (1869) Amendment Bill 
passed through committee. 

The County Court Buildings Bitl,—The Lords’ amend- 
ments were agreed to. 


May 11.—The Benefices Bili—Mr. Cross moved the 
second reading. He believed the clergy approved it. No- 
thing was further from its intention than to interfere with 
lay patronage, which was of very ancient date. After 
sketching the history of the law of the sale of advowsons 
he observed that the right of presentation, like other pro- 
perty, was the subject of sale, but the exercise of the right 
was a public trust, and therefore void, if made for pecu- 
niary consideration. It was like the case of a vote. A 
man hada right to vote, but he was forbidden to sell that 
right. He might buy the property which gave the right of 
voting if he chose, or he might se!l it, but so long as he re- 
tained it and the right to vote in connection with it, the 
law said if he sold the exercise of that right he was guilty 
of bribery, and would be punished. So, in the case of an 
advowson, the owner, if he wished, might sell the right to 

resentation, but when he sold the exercise of that right 
[ did that which the law should not allow. He only 
asked the House, with reference to this property, to take 
another step in the course which had been followed 
by legislation at various periods of our history. At the 
time of Elizabeth a presentation might not be sold while the 
living was void; at the time of the Union it could not be 
sold to a clergyman; and he now only asked them to take 
the further step pointed out by Chief Justice Best— 















iO em he ad ae ted 


a ee 








May 14,1870. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 573 








namely, that the actual sale of the next presentation ought 

not to be allowed, whether that was done by a grant, or any 

contrivance of selling the advowson and buying it 

back, or by any covenant to buy it back, or by any 

contrivance of buying an actual living when the 

incumbent was in extreme danger of death. There were 

provisoes in the bill which would prevent its falling harshly 

on individuals. It would not come into operation, for 

some time, in order that arrangements already made 

might be carried out without a hardship. There was a 

proviso which saved livings which had_ been put in existing 

settlements, as it would not be fair to disturb family arrange- 
ments which had been made certainly without expecting 
the passing of a measure of this kind ; but for the future no 
such settlements could be allowed. ‘There was also a saving 
provision in the case of persons who had bought next pre- 
sentitions for their sons, who might have died, or changed 
their minds, or gone into other professions. —Mr. Beresford 

Hope regretted the existence of facts rendering some action 
necessary, but hoped the bill would not be pressed to a 
second reading. He approved of lay patronage. He feared 
the bill would not stop the wrong, and would be evaded by 
secret sales. The worst evil was the presenting a 
living to a clergyman on the understanding that 
he was to resign as soon as a son or nephew 
came of age. The cure for these evils he suggested might 
be found in allowing sales of next presentations through 
the office of the bishop of the diocese, a certain amount of the 
purchase-money being retained for the benefit of the Church 
of England, and the bishop having powers of examination 
and rejection beyond what he at present possessed. This 
would be better than leaving it open to a bankrupt patren 
to make a presentation on the assurance that shortly after 
some spiritual ‘‘man in the moon” would make him a 
present of a sum of money. To meet the case of a 
patron who desires to present his relative, at the time not 
in holy orders, he would make the bond of resignation 
absolutely illegal, and allow the patron to request permis- 
sion of the bishop to refrain from presenting until his in- 
tended nominee was eligible, the bishop appointing a 
curate. He, however, mainly trusted to the growth of 
morality for the correction of these evils——The NSolicitor- 
General said there was no sign of increased moral respon- 
sibility among lay patrons. Cases came daily before him 
which he could not believe did not the evidence compel 
him. He approved of lay patronage and recommended the 
bill for a second reading.—Mr. Hinde Palmer, Mr. Hardy, 
and Dr. Ball supported it—Mr. Henley thought it would 
strike at the root of lay patronage.—The bill was read a 
second time. 

The County Coroners (Ireland) Bill.—On the motion for 
the second reading this bill was thrown out by a majority of 
172 to 98. 

The Suburban Commons Bill was read a second time. 

May 12.—The Jrish Land Bill (Adjourned Committee).— 
Clause 17 (Restrictions on eviction) resumed.—Dr. Ball 
carried an amendment giving the court a discretion of sus- 
pending the general rule that a tenant shall be compelled 
to quit till his compensation has been paid him, The clause 
was then agreed to.—Clause 18 (Courts) was agreed to, 
proposals, by Dr. Brewer to substitute for the civil bill 

court a court to be formed by the Lords Lieutenant group- 
ing together from time to time the civil bill courts of their 
adjoining counties, and by Mr. W. Shaw substituting a 
judge of the Landed Estates Court going circuit as re- 
quired, having been negatived.—Clause 19 (Courts) was 
amended by Dr. Ball by the addition of a valuer to act as 
an assessor, another amendment also by Dr. Ball to dispense 
with a jury for the questions of fact, having been rejected.— 
Clauses 20—23 (Courts and procedure) and clauses 24—27 
(Leases by limited owners) were agreed to, with unim- 
portant amendments). These were the last of the occupation 
clauses.—Part II. Sales to tenants——Mr. C. Fortescue 
amended clause 28 so as to strike out the Board ot Works 
from part 2 of the bill, substituting “the court.” On 
clause 37 Dr. Ball succeeded in providing that this court 
shall not be the civil bill:court. Clause 31 having been 
expunged as tautologous, the clauses to the end ef part IT. 
were agreed to, and progress reported. 

The Poor Law Relief (Metropolis) Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

The Womens’ Disabilities Bill—On tho order for com- 


Exeter on the 22nd of April, aged 79 years. 
called to the Bar at the Middle Temple in November, 1841, 
and practised for many years as a conveyancer in London. 





mittee this bill was, on the motion of Mr. Bouverie, thrown 
out by a majority of 220 to 94. 


OBITUARY. 


MR. B. WALKER. 
Mr. Banes Walker, solicitor, of Alford, Lincolnshire, 


died on the 21st April, at the early age of thirty-seven 
years. He was admitted in Michaelmas Term, 1855, and 
was in partnership with Mr. L. wilson, clerk to the local 
magistrates. 


MR. H. A. WILDES. 
The death of Mr. Henry Atkinson Wildes, solicitor, 


formerly of Maidstone, took place at Folkestone on the 6th 
of May, in the seventy-ninth year of hisage. Mr. Wildes 
was admitted in Trinity Term, 1816, and for many years 
fulfilled the office of Clerk of the Peace for the county of 
Kent, and was also Clerk to the Lieutenancy. 





MR. J. W. WILLIAMSON. 


Mr. John Wilkins Williamson, barrister-at-law, died at 
He was 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


JURIDICAL SOCIETY. 
The next meeting will be held on Wednesday, the 18th 


of May, at 8 p.m., precisely, when Mr. Philip Vernon Smith 
will read a paper on “The Law of Forfeiture for Treason 
and Felony.” The Hon. George Denman. M.P., will pre- 
side. The Council will meet at half-past seven. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
At the meeting of this society held on Tuesday, 10th 


May, Mr. Widdows in the chair, the question for discussion 
was No. 453 Legal:—* Does the addition of a further makerjto 
a promissory note, after it has become a perfect instrument, 


discharge the original maker from liability?” : Catton v. 
Simpson (8 Ad. & El. 136); Gardner v. Waish (3 W.R. 
460, 1 Jur. N. S. 828). 

Mr. Burrell opened the debate in the affirmative, and Mr. 
L. Hunter in the negative, and the question was ultimately 
decided in the affirmative. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LECTURES AND LAW CLASSES AT THE INCOR- 
PORA#PED LAW SOCIETY. 

Mr. H. M. Bomvas, Lecturer and Reader on Common 
Law and Mercantile Law—Monday, May 16, class A. 
Tuesday, May 17, class B. Wednesday, May 18, class C. 
—4.30 to 6 p.m. 

Friday, May 20, lecture—6 to 7 p.m. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The Examiners have appointed Thursday, the 2nd of June, 
for the intermediate examination of persons under articles 
of clerkship to attorneys; candidates for examination are to 
attend on that day at half-past nine in the forenoon, at the 
Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
London. The examination will commence at ten o’clock 
precisely, and close at 4 o'clock. 

Articles, &c., to be left with the seeretary of the Incor- 
porated Law Society on or before Wednesday, the 18th of 





May. 
The regulations in all other respects are identical with 
those already published. 





Finat EXaMINation. 

The Examiners have appointed Monday, the 30th, and 
Tuesday, the 3lst of May, for the examination of persons 
applying to be admitted attorneys ; candidates for examina- 
tion are to attend on those days at half-past nine in the 
forenoon of each day, at the Hall of the Incorporated. 
Law Society, Chancery Lane, London. The examination 
will commence at tem o'clock precisely, and close at four 
o'clock. 
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~ Articles, &c., to be left with the Secretary of the Incor- 
porated Law Society on or before Wednesday, the 25th of 
May. 

In all other respects the regulations for this exa mination 
are exactly similar to those already published 








COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 

During the Whitsun Vacation all applications to the 
Court of Chancery which are of an urgent nature are to be 
made to or at the chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Sir 
William Milbourne James. 

All applications for leave to give notice of motion only, 
may be made to the chief clerk at chambers. 

The Vice-Chancellor’s address can be obtained on appli- 
cation at his Honour’s chambers, 11, New-square, Lincoln’s- 
inn. 

The chambers of the Vice-Chincellor James will be open 
on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday in every 
week, from 11 tilllo ‘clock. 

The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Monday, 16th 
Ma ay, and terminate on Tuesday, 24th May, both days i in- 
clusive. 


Srrrincs 1x Triyity Term, 1870. 
LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Lincoin’s Inn. 


Thur., May 26..Appeal motions. 
Friday err ns, & apps. 


Saturday 2s f 
Monday ....30 
To 


Monday ....30 
| Tuesday ....31 
Wedns., June 1 
| Thursday .. 2 
Friday..... . 3..Appeal motions. 

{bert in lunacy, 


Appea! Court. 


No Sitting — Her 


Misty’s. Bthdy.kpt. | bkrpt. apps., and 


appeal petitions. 


Saturday 





| Monday .... 6..Appeal Court. 





1 
a Apps. from the 

hurs 2 i 
Thursday .. a. _.. | Tuesday.... 74 County Palatine of 
Friday a App. mtns. & apps Lancaster. 
Saturday .. 4) { 
Monday .... 6 | Wednesday . ‘3 Appeal Court. 
Tuesday.... 7 > Appeals. | ai -10..Appeal motions. 
Weinestay . 6 A Petns. in lunacy, 


Thursday .. 
Friday fee sg mtns. & apps. 


Saturday ..11 {oro apps., and 
appeal petns. 

Monday ....13 

Tuesday....14 } Appeal Court. 

Wednesday .15 

Thursday .. 


Notice.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lord Justice shal! be 
sitting with the Lord Chancellor, 
or the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, are excepted 


16.. Appeal motions. 








of Lords are excep 


MASTER OF ’ THE ROLLS. 
Chancery x 


y. C. Sam JOHN STUART. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 

May 26 ..Mtns. and causes. 

¥..0+-027..Petns. and causes 

23 {No sitting — Her 

“eS | Misty’s.Bthdy.kpt 

3 <0, At. causes & caus. 
e seal l Causes. 

- 2.. Mtns. & causes. 

3.. Petitions & causes. 

- 4..Sbt. causes & caus, 


y 















- Mtns. & ger 
- General paper. 


- pa 


_— 


- 77 Causes, 

y-4 

y .. 9..Mtns. & causes. 

y ....10.,Ptns. and causes. 

Saturday ..11..Sht.causes & caus. 
domday ....13) 

T uesday....14 > Causes. 

Wednesday .15 

Thursday ..16.. 





Motions 


causes intended to be 
ort Causes must be so 
st one clear day be- 
re the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 







No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 
order of the Court, may he 
marked to stand over, if it shall! 
be within twelve of the last cause 
or matter ‘n the printed paper of 

@ Gay for hearing. 


teh 
: be wy marues at ie 
Cte! C2y Wesure the tame Can be 
put io te paper w be a0 heard 


LORD JUSTICE GIFFARD 
Linedin’s Ian. V.C. Sim RICHARD MALINS 
Teur., Mey 2. - Appes motions. Lincoln's Inn. 
r 7 {¥etus. in iunacy, Thur, May 26..Mins, & gen. pa- 
MOY ocr hy copes capa acs Petns., st, caus,» 
. {No vitting t | ¥rihay...+--21 1A), sums, and 
emenedieees | Myty’s bisdy vy. L general paper. 











No sitting — Her | Ptns., sht. caus 
Saturday -+28 { Miety's Bihdy-kpt | Friday....0.27 adj. sums., and 
Monday ....30 | general paper 


Tuesday....31 > General paper. | No sitti 
Wedns., June 1 Saturday ..28 t atyetg 3. Bthdy. kpt. 
Thursday .. 2..Mtns. & gen. pa. | Monday ....30 
Friday .... 3..Ptns. & gen. pa. Tuesday ....31 ? General paper, 
Saturday 4 Sht. causes, adj. | Wedns., Juael 

mS sums. & gen. pa. Thursday +. 2..Mtns. & gen. pa. 


Monday .... 6 Friday .... 3..General paper. 
Tuesday.... 7 > General paper. Petns.,sht. causes, 
Wednesday . Saturday .. 4{adj.sums., & gen, 
Thursday .. 9..Mtns. & gen. pa. paper. 


Monday .... 6 
Tuesday.... 7 > General paper. 
Wednesday. 8 
Thursday .. 9..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......10..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Thursday ..16..Mtns. & gen. pa. Saturday ..ll{adj. sums., and 
N.B.—Any causes intended to be | yrongay 13 general paper. 
heard as short causes must be Danaks. 
so marked at least one clear day —.: - General paper. 
before the same can be put in the | Thursday ”..16 Mine. pee. bs 
ie h ay - or ° . - 
paper to be so heard. N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
‘ mes heard as short causes must be so 
v.¢. Siz w - M. JAMES, | marked at least one clear day be- 
Lincoln’s Inn. | fore the same can be put in the 
Thur., May 26..Mtns. & gen. pa. paper to be so heard. 


Friday......10..Petns. & gen. pa. 
Sht. causes, adj. 

Saturday ..11 neva & gen. pa. 

Monday ....13 


Tuesday.... 14? General paper. 
Wednesday. .15 








QUEEN’S BENCH. 

Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Hon. Sir A. E. Cocksurn, Bart., Lord Chief Jus- 
tice of her Majesty’s Court of Queen’s Bench, i in and after 
Trinity Term, 1870. 

In TERM. 
PU BY ssscirccssssnnes May 27 | Thursday ....... 
PERIOD spines oi.nnns sa aineseeesiansse June 9 
There will not be any sittings during Term in London. 
AFTER TERM, 


. June 2 


Middlesex London. 
Friday ...... DTN 17 | REMOY scocnssecsrarccese July 1 
The Court will sit at Nisi Prius on Mondays at haif-past 
10 o’clock, and on all other days at 10 o’clock. 
The causes in the list for each of the above sitting days 
in Term, if not disposed of on those days, will be tried by 
adjournment on the days following each of such sitting days. 


OrpvER oF Court.—Easter Term, 1870. 
Cor.—CockBuRN, ©.J., BLACKBURN, and MELLor, JJ. 
(Read in open Court Cockburn, ©.J., 11th May, 1870.) 
That in future, except during the first four days and the 

last four days of Term, this Court will sit in two divisions on 
every Wednesday. 

But there will in these days be no sitting at Nisi Prius. 
And that in the Full Court the new trials will be taken 
or such other business as the Court may from time to time 
direct in its order, and in the Bail Court the Crown paper 
with the exception of such cases as may be postponed as of 
importance. 





COMMON PLEAS. 
May 9, 1870. 

This Court will, in Trinity Term next, form a Second 
Court to sit in banc on the following days—viz., Tuesday, 
May 31, Wednesday, June 1, Monday, June 6, and Tuesday, 
June 7, and such Second Court will proceed with the cases 
standing in the Special Paper, in addition to the usual days 
appointed for that purpose. 

EXCHEQUER OF PLEAS. 
Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
tight Hon. Sir Frrz-Roy Keuiy, Knt., Lord Chief Baron 
of her Majesty's Court of Exchequer, in and after Trinity 

Term, 1570. 

In Term. 
Middlesex. 
, May 27 | Thursday ............... June 2 
‘Thursday cae June 9 
The Court will not sit in 2 London during teri, 
ATER TERM. 


Friday .. 


Middlesex. London. 
DIROAY oii rc + veccseeneess PROD Friday voe.essereerereee Sly 1 
The ¢ ‘ourt will sit in Middlesex , in term, by adjournment 
from day to day until the causes entered for the respective 
Middlesex sittings are disposed of. 
During term the Court will sit at Nisi Prius, on Mon- 
days, at half-past ten o'clock, and on all other days at 10 


o'clock 


Se ws oe cc eee 


CGvococcone 


of 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


Last Quoratton, May 13, 370. 

From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 943 Annuities, April,’85 ~- 
Ditto for Account, June 94} | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1998 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92: Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 5 p 
New 3 per Cent., 923 Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jau. "94 Nitto, £100 & £200,— 5pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. "94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 234 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
(india Stk.,10$p Ct.Apr.'74, 2094 , Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 106 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1107 
Ditto 5per Cent.,July, "80 113 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64 — 
Ditto 4 per Ceaé., Oct. ’S8 101 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. °73 lu+ 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct.,£1000 24 pm 
Ditt> Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 92$| Ditto, ditto, under £1900, 24pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid, | Closing prices 





Bristol and Exeter .......ccccoccsseccssssevseeee 

Caledonian... ....0 

Glasgow and South-Western , 

Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .., 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No.2 

Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* ... eves 

Great Southern and Western of Ireland 

Great Western—Original ..............ss0000 
Do., West Midland—Oxford, 
Do.,do.—Newport ....0...6 

Lancashire and Yorkshire ., 

London, Brighton, and South Coa: 

Loxdon, Chatham, and Dover...... 

Loadon and North-Western.,.,, 

London and South-Western .,,.. 

Mauchester,Shetfield, and Lincoln 

Metropolitan.. ceases 

Midland .., sates teyabenibesn ce eee} 100 
Do., Birmingham and Derby 100 

Ce t 100 

North London .... ae 100 

North statfordsnire ‘ ee | 100 

South Devon ......... vee | JOU 

South-Eastern . “ 100 

TEE WIND idavecivapnsitunchieesenedaeesss 10 


Ate nee eee e ee eee eee eens 


receives no dividend until 6 per cant. has basa putt B. 


Money Market AnD City INTELLIGENCE. 

In spite of an active and increasing demand for money, the 
funds opened without alteration. Soon, however, the news 
from France of 
money demand, occasioned an advance, at which the market 
is still firm. Railways, which opened heavily, have since been 
in rather active demand, but are now only in moderate re- 
quest. 
late rise. The favourable traffic returns of the North Eas- 
tern and Midland have caused those lines to be in some re- 
quest. Foreign securities opened dull but became brisker, and 
are now, on the settlement of the fortnightly account, quite 
active. 

The Porto Rico Irrigation Company (Limited) invite sub- 
scriptions for £140,000 9 per cent. mortgage debentures at the 
price of £46 per £50 debenture payable by instalments, and 
offer a bonus of one fully paid-up £5 share -warrant to each £50 
debenture when fully paid-up. 


The ‘town Council of Blackburn have increased the salary of 
Mr. Henry Hoyle, clerk to the borough justices, from £330. to 
£430 per annum, 

Mr. J. Harvey Boys, solicitor, has resigned the coronership 
of Margate, to which he was appointed at the latter end of last 
year, in consequence of ill-hea th. His son, Mr. Athelstan H. 
3oys, is a candidate for the vacant office, which is in the gitt 
of the ‘Town Council. 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
AT THE MART. 


: May 5,—By Messrs. Cutwnock, Gatsworruy, & Cainnock. 

Freehold business premises, No, 261, High Molborn, producing £145 

_perannum, Sold £3,150. 

Freehold ground-rent of £150 per annum, arising from 17 houses 

_ in Frog-lane and Victoria-place, Essex-road, Islington, Sold £3,300, 

Freehold house and shop, No. 58, Upper-street, Islington, let at £140 
per annum. Sold £3,000, 

Z By Messrs, Futter, Horsey, Son, & Co, 

Freehold Premises, No, 78, Lower Thames-street, City, Sold £4,600. 





| Freehold plantation, situate in the parish of 


the result of the Plebiscite, added to her | 


Great Northerns have rec realisations after the | Ste - 
t Northerns have receded on realisations after the | ani a cian a 0 ta ee 


} Freehold fourteen houses, t to 13, Cha 
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By Mr. Gro. Bernry. 

Leasehold three houses, Nos. 9 to 11, Union-terrace, Camden-town, and 
three bouses and shops, Nos. 186, 188, and 190, High-street, Camden- 
town, producing £115 per annum, term 544 years from 1319 at £25 
4s. perannum. Sold £270. 

By Mr. J. G. Prevosr. 

Freehold, six cottages, Nos, 1 to 6, Sampson’s-place, Mile End-road, pro- 
ducing £49 8s. per annum. Sold £360.—Freehold three houses 
Nos. 37, 38, and 48, Lincoln-street, Mile End, producing £66 per 
annum. Sold £680.—Freehold two plots of building land situate im 
Driffield-road, Old Ford. Sold £145. 

May 6.—By Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watner, & Co. 

Freehold residential property, situate at Little Heath, North Mimms, 
Herts, comprising a residence, with stabling, farm buildings, and 
43a. Or. 37p. of land. Sold £9,300. 

Freehold 9a. 3r. 17p. of meadow land, situate as above. Sold £1,300. 

Freehold Great Bray’s farm, in the parishes of Rochford and Little 
Stambridge, Essex, comprising a residence, with buildings and cot- 
tages, and 78a. 3r ip. ofland. Sold £3,900. 

Freehold 12a. 2r. 14p. of arable land, in the parish of Hawkwell, Essex. 
Sold £550. 

Freehold 27a. Ir. lip. of marsh land, in the parish of Barking, Essex. 
Sold £2,210. 

Freehold Fernhill Farm, Barking Side, Essex, comprising a residence, 
with buildings and 83a. Ir. 32p. of land. Sold £6,500. 

Freehold two cottages, situate in Redbridge-lane, leading to Woodford- 
bridge. Sold £150. 

Freekold and small part copyhold property, known as Rose-hill, Hod- 
desdon, Herts, comprising a residence, with stabling, buildings, and 
6a, 3r. 39p. of land. Sold £250. 

Copyhoid two cottages in Lord’s-lane, Ho'desdon. Sold £150." 

Freehold and copyhold pasture land, situate in Charlton Mead, Hoddes- 
don, containing la. Or. 2p. Soid £50. 

By Messrs. Dann & Son. 

Freehold 2r. I6p. of plantation land with messuage thereon, knowr as 
Yew Tree Cottage, Bexley, Kent. Sold £420. 

Freehold la. Or. 10p. of plantation land, situate as above. Sold £500. 
Freehold The Blackbird public-house, with stabling, buildings, and 
fruit plantations, containing 2r. 3lp., situate as above Sold £360. 

Freehold 4a. Or. Sp. of pasture land, situate as above. Sold £670. 

Freehold 7a, Or. 18p. of meadow land, situate as above. Sold £850. 

By Mr. Ertoarrt. 

Freehold, Ga. lr. 25p. of meadow land, situate at Muswell-hill. Sold 

£2,800. 

May 9.—By Messrs. Dann & Son. 


| Freehold, “‘ The Buil Inn,’’ with messuages, stabling and meadow, con- 


taining 3a. 3r. 19p., situate at Birchwood, St. Mary Cray, Kent. Sold 
£1,400. 
Satton, at Stone, Kent 
Sold £3,050. 

May 10 —By Messrs. Desenuam, Tewson, & Farmer. 


: Copyhold building, known as Lambeth Chapel, Lambeth-road, and three 


houses, Nos. 4 to 6, Buxton-place, let on lease at £91 10s. per annum. 
Sold £2,010. 

Copyhold residence, No. 60, Kennington-park-road. Sold £450. 

Copyhold residence, No. 64, Kennington-park-road, let at £50 per 
annum. Sold £600. 

Leasehold residence in Melrose-road, South Fields, Wandsworth, term 
99 vears from i853, at £12 per annum;also a plot of freehold land. 
Sold £1,200. 


| Freehold ground rent cf £3 3s. per annum, secured on houses in Stan- 


hope-street, Hampstead-road. Sold £650. : } 
Freehold ground rents, of £9 9s. per annum, secured on houses in 
Charles-street, Hampstead-road. Sold £510. 


Freehold ground rents of £14 l4s. per annum, secured on houses in 


Charles-street, Hampstead-road. Sold £890. 


' Freehold ground rent of £2 2s., secured on houses in Charles-street and 


Stanhope-street, Hampstead-road. Sold £750. 

houses in Charles-street, 

Hampstead-road. Sold £570. 

By Messrs. J. J. Cusmmans & Son. 
arlotte-street, and 10, Tra 
street, Bethnal-green-road, producing £143 4s. per annum. 
£1,130. 

Leasel:old two residences, Nos. 3 
road, Dalston, mal value £70, tera 
annum. Sold £640. 

Leasehold two houses and seven cottages, in East-steet, Stratford, let 
on lease at £54 per annum, term expiring 
annum; and jeasehold improved ground r 
(for 26 years), arising from numbers 2 
High-road, Stratford. Sold £500. 

By Messrs. Guastern & Sons. 

Leasehold heuse and shop, No. 71, Soe mptonu-row, Russell-square, 
let at £65 per annum, term 29 years unexpired, at £20 per amnun. 
Sold £440. 

Leasehold stable and premises, No. 32,8 
producing £83 l6s, per annum, term 
annum. Sold £110. 

Leasehold improved ¢ 
secured on 4 residences in Warwi rad 
Upper Clapton. Sold £1,110 

Freehold house and shop, No, 9. Carnaby-street, Golden-square, | 
£56 per annum. Sold £1,240 

Freehold house, No. 13, Duke-street, Lincoln’s-ina-telds, let 
annum, Sold £720. 

May |i.—By Messrs. Bowin Fox & Bovsrisno 

Freehold plot of building land, situate at Hornsey-park 

Freehold two plots of Building land, situate as above, Sold S182 

Freehold plot of building land, situate asadove. Sold £40. 

By Mesars. Hanos, Vavenan, & Lavreatin. 

Valuable sugar estate, called © Bath-lodge,”’ St, John, Aatigaa, con- 
taining 435 acres, sold £5,000. 

Ry Messrs. Winstaniey & Hoaweooo, 

Freehold, the Sutherland Arms pubdlic-house, Ne. T, May's-Daiddrgs, 3 
Martin's-tane, tet on lease at £60 per annum. Sold £1,240 


falgar- 
Seid 


, Hephzibab-terrace, Grange- 
7 years unexpired, at £8 per 


hampton-mews, Bloomsdary, 
> years unexpired, at £10 rer 
ound rents, of £86 3s. per annum, for 33 years, 
and Warwick-terrace, 
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AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 
May 5.—By Mr. Marsa. 

Absolute reversion to one-half of £2,544 5s. 7d., Three per cent. 
—- Bank Annuities on the death of a lady aged 74 years. 
Sold £600. 

Absolute reversion to one-half of £2,360 Three per cent. Consclidated 
Bank Annuities on the death of the above lady. Sold £550. 

Contingent reversion to one-fourth of £2,427 18s. 1d, Three per cent. 
Bank Annuities, on the death of a lady aged 76, provided a lady 
aged 29 years survives her. Sold £260. 

Absolute reversion to £1,666 13s. 4d. Consols, on the death of a lady 
aged 84 years. Sold £1,030. 

Contingent reversion on the death of a gentleman aged 67 years, pro- 
vided a gentleman aged 41 survives him, in one-sixth of £1,518 9s, 
7d. invested on mortgages, also a policy of assurance for £200. ld 
£110. 

Contingent reversionary interest to one-fifth of £2,000 and £2,330 in- 
vested on mortgage, on the death of a lady aged 60 years. Sold 
£170. 

Absolute reversion to one-fith of £2,549 18s. stock of the Bank of Ire- 
land, on the death of a lady aged 65 years. Soli £510. 

Policy of assurance for £5,000 in the Equitable Assurance Society, 
on the life of a gentleman aged 47 years. Sold £2,860. 

By Mr. BuNEELL. 

Freehold six cottages, Nos. 9 to 14, Alfred-cottages, Acton-road, let at 
£101 per annum. Sold £760. 

——  eated Nor 15, Alfred-cottages, producing £17 per annum. 

d £150. 

Leasehold two houses, 6 and 7, Salisbury-terrace, Salisbury-road, 
Highgate-hill, let at £51 per anum, term 99 years from 1851, at £6 
per annum each house. Sold £190 each. / 

Frrehold 23a. 2r. 2p. of meadow land, situate at Oving, near Winslow, 
Bucks. Sold £1,630. 

By Messrs. Lounp & STRANSOM. 

Leasehold residence, No. 140, Albany-street, Regent’s-park, term 60 
years unexpired at £22 per annum. Sold £440. 

By Messrs. Stucxey & WINSTANLEY. 

Leasehold two honses and shops, Nos. 8, Charlwood-street, and 25a, 

Lillington-street, Pimlico, producing £83 per anuum, term 753 y ears 

from 1853, at £29 5s. per annum. Sold £620. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

COOKS®N—On May 12, at 26, Devonshire-terrace, Hyde-park, Mrs. 
Montague Cookson, ofa son. 

COPEMAN—On May 12, at 108, Bedford-street, Liverpool, the wife of C. 
R. Copeman, solicitor, Esq , of a daughter. 

HARDCASTLE—On Monday, May 9, at Nether Hall, Bury St. Ed- 
mund’s, the wife of Henry Hardcastle, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

DEATHS. 

SMITH—On May 7, at Elm House, Dulwich-road, Emma Jane, wife of 
Mr. Edward Hart Smith, of Clement’s-inn, solicitor, aged 36. 
BREAKFAsT.—Epps's Cocoa.—GBATEFUL AND COMFORTIGN.—The very 

agreeable character of this preparation has rendered it a general faveur- 

ite. The ‘‘ Civil Service Gazette’? remarks:—“ By a thorough know- 
ledge of the natural laws which govern the operations of digestion and 
nutrition, and by a careful application of the fine properties of well- 
selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has provided our breakfast tables witha deli- 
cately flavoured beverage which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills.” 

Made simply with boiling water or milk. Sold only in tin-lined packets, 

labelled—James Epps & Co., Homeopathic Chemists, London.—(Apvrt.) 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


EGinding up of Foint-stock Comypantes. 
Fzipar, May 6, 1870. 
Luawitep in CHancenry. 

Isle of Wight Estates Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, 
by an order dated April 27, ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Herbert, New-inn, Strand, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Van United Lead Mining Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated April 29, ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Rooks & Co, King-street, Cheapside, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

TuxspaY, May 10, 1870. 
Usiimirep In CuaNncery. 

Anchor Assurance Company.—Vice-Chancellor James has, by an order 
dated April 26, appointed Samuel Lowell Price, to be official liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send the full par- 
tienlars of their claims to the above. Friday, June 10 at 1, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Herne Bay Pier Company.—Vice-Chancellor Malins has fixed the 26th 

of May. at 12, for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

National Provincial Life Assurance Society.—Vice-Chancellor James 
has, by an order dated March 22, appointed Mr. John Young, ef 16, 
Tokenhouse-yard, to be official liquidator. 

Limirep in Caancery, 

Bron Heulog Lead “Mining Company (Limited).—Petition for windin 
up, presented May 6, directed’ t0 be heard before the Master of the 
Kolls on June 4. Matthews & Greetham, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, goli- 

Pra for the joner. 

sreat Oceanic Telegraph Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated April 29, ordered that the abeve company be 
we up. Tucker, St. Swithin’s-lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Leeswood Main Coal, Cannel, and Oil Company (Limited).—The Mas- 
ter of the Kells has, by an order dated April 30, or that the 
above company be wound up. Churebill & Hordern, Devereux- 
ee for Finchett- & Co, Chester, solicitors for the 





County PALATINE oF Lancaster. 

Brunswick Steam Saw Mills Company (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented May 6, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor 
on May J8. Lowndes & Co, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, May 6, 1870. 

Atkinson, John, Preston Patrick, Westmoreland, Gent, June 15, Atkin- 
son v Robinson, V.C. Stuart. Lefroy, Robert-street, Adelphi, 

Booth, Ferdinand Alexander Theodore, Chepstow-villas, Kensi 
Professor of Music. May 30. Mitchell » Booth, V.C. Stuart. 
& Co, King-street, Cheapside. 

Brown, Geo, Buglawton, Chester. May 28. Brown v Brown, M.R. 
Latham, Congleton. 

Corner, John, Seaton Carew, Durham, Gent. June 2. Ellery o 
Corner, V.C. Malins. Strover, West Hartlepool. 

James, Arthur Thos, Mornington-court, Hereford, Gent. June 8. 
Hoffman v James, V.C. Stuart. Beddoe, Hereford. 

Montague, John, Horseferry-row, Westminster, Oilman. June7. Jay 
v Montague, V.C. James. Pilgrim, Norwich. 

Russell, Rt. Hon. Francis John, Maidenhead, Berks, Commander R.N. 
May 26. Haycock v Russell, M.R. Fladgate & Co, Craven-street, 


Rooks 


Strand. 

Spiller, Abraham, Hinton St. George, Somerset, Gent. May 23. Spiller y- 
Spiller, V.C. Malins. Tucker & Forward, Chard. 

Thompson, Joseph, St. Steven’s-square, Bayswater. Junel0. Stocke. 
dale v Thompson, V.C. Stuart. Jordan, W i hambers,. 
Victoria-street. 





Wild, John Nicholas, Kidlington, Oxford, Farmer. June 3. Harris v 


Wild, V.C. Stuart, Hester, Oxford. 
Next of Kin. 
Talver, John, Paignton, Devon, Esq. June 6. V.C. Malins. 
TvuEspayY, May 10, 1870. 

Mirehouse, Rev. Wm, Winterbourne, Gloucester, Clerk. June 4, Mires 
house v Mirehouse, V.C. James. Fry, Bristol. 

Pickering, Mary, Princes’-gate, Middx, Widow. June 15. Pickering v 
Pickering, V.C. Stuart. 

Tapsell, Francis, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. June 10. Bowler v Tapsell, 
V.C. Stuart. Irwin, Gray’s-inn-square. 

Rushton, William, Cheadle, Chester, Yeoman. June 6, Rushtony 
Snelson, V.C. James. Latham, Congleton. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, May 6, 1870. 
eee, Fee, Cartmel, Lancaster, Esq. June 24. Cunliffe & Leaf, 
anch, 
Bower, Benj, Avebury-st, Pool-st, New North-rd, Gent. June 8. 
Brooks, New North-rd. 
Boyce, Anne Helena, Brighton, Sussex. Widow. May 31. Robinson 
& Preston, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Boyce, Wm Nettleton, Chichester, Commander, R.N. May 31. Rob- 
inson & Preston, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
one. i Wreningham, Norfolk, Spinster, Sept 20. Tillett &Co, 
Norwich. 
Davis, Edward Thos, York-rd, King’s-cross, Licensed Victualler. June 
6. Nash & Co, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st, 
Goff, Wm, Ashted, Birm, Gent, May 31. Beale & Co, Birm. 
Gurney, Emma, Stratford, Essex, Widow. Routh & Stacey, Southamp- 
ton-st, Bloomsbury. 
Franklin, James, Little Canfield Hall, Essex, Farmer. June 13. Wade 
& Knocker, Dunmow. 
Heyhoe, Grigson Butcher, East Bradenham, Norfolk, Gent. June 1. 
Cooper & Co, East Dereham. 
Hodgson, John, Manch, Dealer in Sewing Machines. June7. Norris & 
Wood, Manch. 
—~ Hy, Headingley, Leeds, Land Agent. July 30. Holt & Sons, 
orbury. 
Hopkinson, Job, Whitehouses, Nottingham, Farmer. June 4. Mee & 
Co, East Retford. 
— Robert, Beccles, Suffolk, Butcher. June 18, Copeman & Son, 
on. 
Jordan, Wm Lachlan, Launceston, Tasmania, Esq. Junel, Nisbet & 
Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Lovell, John, Downham-rd, Islington, Licensed Victualler. June 10. 
Robinson, Basinghall-st. 
Middleton, Mary, Leeds, Shopkeeper. June 1. Middleten & Son, 


Leeds, 
Scarth, Wm, Morley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. June 1, Middleton & 


nD, 8. 
Snashall, John Wm, Brighton, Sussex, Timber Merchant. June 1. 
Black & Co, Brighton. 
Sowdon, Wm Hy, Winchester, Southampton, Gent. June 24. Lee & 
Best, Winchester. 
Taylor, Arthur, Coleman-st, Printer. May 28. Sharpe & Co, Bedford. 


row, 
Terry, John, Leyburn, York, Surgeon. be 23. Topham, Middleham. 
Treggon, Wm Thos, The Cedars, East Dulwich, Gent. May 31, Baker 
& Co, Crosby-sq. 
Yarker, Mary Beata, Leyburn Hall, York, Widow. May 23. Topham, 


Middieham. 
Tusspay, May 10, 1870, 
Binnall, Samuel, Worcester, Builder. June 9. Josiah Baylis, Worces- 
ter 


Booth John, Macclesfield, Chester, Builder. Aug 1. Hand, Maccles- 
eid. 


Brown, Hugh Fraser, Alcester, Warwick, Farmer, June 24. Jones & 
Son, Alcester. 

Capes, Robert, Gainsborough, Lincoln,Gent. Juneil. Norris, Acton- 
st, Gray’s-inn-rd. 

a y, Bloomfield, Stafford, Furnace Builder. July 5. Round, 
Tipton, 


Dale, Kobert, Thorpe-next-Norwich, Norfolk, Timber Merchant. June 
24, Fox, Norwich. 














May 14, 1870. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





583: 








Dunlop, John Renton, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Esq. June 6. Sander- 
son, Berwick-upon-T weed. 

Fisher, Eliz, Handsworth, York, Spinster. June2l. Fretson, Sheffield. 

Fritz, Johann Ludwig, Gloucester-st, Camden-town, Gent. June 11. 
Pike & Son, Old Burlington-st. 

Gatehouse, John Steele, Emsworth, Southampton, Brewer. June 1. 
Sowton, Chichester. 

Gray, Isabella, Manch, Widow. Junell. Brett & Co, Manch. 

Gray, Wm, Manch, Millwright. June 11. Brett & Co, Manch. 

Hill, John, Manch, "Merchant. June 30. Potter & Knight, Manch. 

Leslie, Chas, Slindon Hall, Sussex,Colonel. June 30. Carlisle & Ordell 
New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Parsons, John Meeson, Russell-sq, Esq. July 1. Young & Co, St Mi!- 
dred’s-ct, Pou!try. 

Quarmby, Geo Jonathan, Portsea, Southampton, Clerk. June 24. Dig- 
by & Son, Maldon. 

Reed, John, Mexbrough, Yerk, Earthenware Manufacturer. Aug 10. 
Harrop, Swinton. 

Reynolds, Charlotts Hill, New-cross-rd, Widow. June6. Hawks & Co, 
High-st, Southwark. 

Rouse, Edward, Stourton, Warwick, Yeoman. Augl. Aplin & Saun- 
ders, Chipping Norton. 

Thomas, = Newlyn, Cornwall, Mason. July 1. Borlase & Milton, 
Penzanc 

Urry, Wm, Louth, Lincoln, Wheelwright. July 1. 

sen. 

Venman, Jehn, Tormoham, Devon, Gent. June 24. Phillips & Sons, 
Plymouth. 

Williams, Thos, Carreg-y-Berfedd, Lianfihangel Glyn Myfyr, Denbigh, 

Farmer. June 1. Hughes, Corwen. 


Banekrupts 
Fripay, May 6, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Baxter, John, Oxford-st, Printer, PetMay 2. Pepys. May 18 at 11. 
Dunkley, John, & Eugene Lefort, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Upholsterers. Pet 

May 3. Pepys. May 31 at 12. 
Pigot. Joseph, Seven Sisters’-rd, Holloway, Licensed Victualler. Pet 

April 29. Spring-Rice. May 26 at 
Sketchley, Wm, Sloane-st, Draper. Pet May 2. Pepys. May 19 at 11. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Buckley, Edwin, Roachey, Cheshire, Grocer. Pet May 5. Hall. Ash- 
ton-under-Lyne, May 19 at 11. 

Curtler, John, Wychbold, nr Droitwich, Worcester, Land Agent. Pet 
May 5. Crisp. Worcester, May 18 at 12. 

Davies, John Walter, Bridge-rd, Battersea. Tobacconist. Pet May 2. 
Willoughby. Wandsworth, May 17 at 10,30. 

Dive, Frank, Hawkhurst, Kent, Innkeeper. Pet May 2. Young. Hastings 
May 2! at 10.30. 

Granville, Augustus Kerr Bozzi, Sandford Paper Mills, Oxford, Paper 
Manufacturer. Pet May 27. Dudley. Oxford, May 18 at 10, 

Grierson, Robt, Blackburn, Lancashire, Draper. Pet May 2. Bolton. 
Blackburn, May 18 at 11, 


Daubney, Market 


Hale, Wm Joseph, Lpool, Provision Dealer. Pet April 30. Hime. 
Lpool, May 17 at 2. 
Hall, Wm, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 4. Hime. Lpool, 


May 19 at 2. 
Jordan, Chas, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Bootmaker. Pet May 2. Shepard. 
Tredegar, May 21 at Il. 
Lea, Thos, Norton Bridge, Stafford, Coal Dealer, Pet May 2. Spilsbury. 
Stafford, May 23 at 12. 
Lumb, Wm, Greetland, Halifax, ram, Cotton Waste Dealer. Pet May 
4. Jones,jun. Huddersfield, May 17 at 11. 
Matthews, John, Elsing, Norfolk, out of business. Pet May 3. Palmer. 
Norwich, May 21 at 12 
Parr, Edwin, Parklands Keymer, oe, Cattle Salesman. Pet April 30. 
Evershed. Brighton, May 27 at 
Rice, Thos, Merthyr Tydfil, +E coll Dealer in Corn. Pet May 3. 
Russell. Merthyr Tydfil, May 21 at 1. 
Tree, Wm, New Barnet, Hertford, Builder. Pet April 20. Harris. Bar- 
net, May 14 at 10. 
“oor Thos, Birm, Jeweller. Pet April30. Chauntler. Birm, May 
atl 
TugEspay May 3, 1870, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Ellis, Wm, jun, py tag Hyde Park, Teacher of Dancing. Pet May 9. 
Pepys. May 50 atl 
James, Hy, & Christopher James, Regent-st, Westminster, Firewood 


Dealers. Pet April 20. Spring-Rice. May 25 at 1). 
Marchant, Wm Thos, Gt Russell-st, Bloomsbury, Publisher. Pet May 
7. Murray. June 3 at 11, 
Pet May9. Pepys. 


Stroud, - Longnor-rd, Mile End, Goldsmith. 

May 24 at !1. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Bridger, Wm, Southampton, Scrivener. Pet May 3. Thorndike. South- 
ampton, May 19 at 12. 

Johnson, Wm, North Walsham, Norfolk, Draper. Pet May 7. 
Norwich, May 24at 12. 

Smith, Hy Willis, & Fras Robt Simmonds, Barnes, eile Builders. Pet 
May 6. Willoughby. Wandsworth, May 24 at 

Storey, John, sen, Southtown, Suffolk, Carpenter. 
berlin. Gt Yarmouth, May 30 at 10, 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, May 6, 1870. 
ses, Bytiaeen, & Nathan Robinson, Low Moor, Yorks, Manufacturers. 
pri 

Wright, Alex Melodia, West Abbey-rd, St John’s-wood, Mercantile 

Clerk, Apri) 28 


Cooke. 


Bet May 6. Cham- 


TuEsDay, May 16, 1870, 
Greer, Alex Macm‘nn, Upper Thames-st, Comm Agent. May 9. 
Harrison, John, St Peter-st, Hackney-rd, General Dealer. May 9. 
Heslop, E. T., Sale, Cheshire, Comm Agent. May 4. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

‘ Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 
Proposal ror Loan on MortGaces. 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build-- 
ings , state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the ee 

By -= of the Boar 
. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


TONY STRATFORD.—ST. PAUL’ Ss SCHOOL. 
Visttor.—The ‘<3 Bishop of Oxford. 
Warvren.—Rev. W. T. Sankey, Vicar. 

Hrap Mastrer.—Rev. W. M. Hatch, Fellow of New College, Oxford. 
Cuarrain.—Rev. J. W. Knight, late Head Master of Lichfield 
Grammar School. 

Terms in the Upper and Lower School 15 guineas a Term. No 


extras. 
Apply to Rev. the Warden, Vicarage; or to the Secretary, at the 


School. 


O SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES 
will find the best-made article lower than anyother house. List 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis or sent post 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House, 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 sent carriage free. 











LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


MSTERDAM EXHIBITION, 1869, FIRST 
PRIZE, being above the Gold Medal. Supplied to the British, 
French, Prussian, Russian, Italian, Dutch, and other Governments. 
One pint of fine flavoured Beef-tea at 24d. Most convenient and 
economic ‘* stock.”” 
Cavrron.—Only sort warranted genuine by the inventor, Baron 
Liebig, whose signature is on every genuine Jar. 
Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, and not for Liebig’s 
Extract of Meat. 


RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Plain 
and Ornamental—Newspapers, Books, Pamphlets, Prospectuses, 
Circulars, &c.—with promptitude and at moderate charges, by 
Yarrs & ALEXANDER, a (and Church-passage), Chancery- 
ane. 








A large Discount for Cash. 
Bus of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page, 20 copies, 
subject to a Discount of 20 per cent. for cash ; being at the rate 
net of 4/6 per page—a lower charge than has hitherto been offered by 
the trade. 
Yares & ALEXANDER, Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 
Printing and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 
out MSS, 
Yarrs & ALEX ANDER, Printers, i, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 
S ACK’S SILVER ELEC’ TRO PL ATE is a coate 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 


















to Sterling Silver, Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King’s. 

4a. 4d. £3. a S64 ¢4. £58 
Table Forks,perdoz...... 110 Qandil ils 0 240 210 0 
Dessert ditto ....ceceoeee | O Oandl WwW 113 a ibe 
Table Spoons ...cecsseeee 1 10 OQandl ls 0 S..4..0 210 0 
Dessert ditto .o...ee0e... | © Dandi lo vo 112 0 11 0 
Tea Spoons ...ccececeeeee O12 Oanddis 0 120 15 0 


Every Article torthe Table asin Silver. A Sample Tea Spoon fore 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps, 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 


NV OMENTOUS, MYSTICAL, AND MUSICAL 

EASTER ENTERTAINMENTS.—3SAND AND THE SUEZ 
CANAL (a momentous question), by Professor Pepper: with curious 
Sand Experiments ana Dioramic Illustrations. —Novel Musical Enter- 
tainment, by George Buckland, Esq. (Mystical and Spectral), entitled, 
THE HEART OF STONE; a Legend of ‘the Black Forest, with astonish- 
ing Spectral Scenes and New Music.—Dugwar’s marvellously agile 
“Tomahawk Throwing,” and centre of gravity performanuces.—The 
American Organ daily.—Lecture by Mr. King, “On a curious Chinese 
Torpedo.”—Napoli’s Mechanical Pictures, and all the other Entertain- 
ments daily, for One Shilling, at ROYAL POLYTECHNIC, 
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Clerical, Medical, E General Life Assurance Society, 


ANNUAL INCOME, steadily increasing 
ASSURANCE FUND, safely invested ... 


£227,000 
£1,649,000 


eee eee eee eee 





SPECIAL 


NOTICE. 


The Ninth Bonus will be declared in January, 1872, and all With-Profit Policies in force on 30th June, 1871, will participate. ASSURANCES 
EFFECTED BEFORE JUNE 30th, 1870, will participate on Two Premiums, and thus receive AWHOLE YEAR'S ADDITIONAL SHARE OF 


PROFITS OVER LATER POLICIES. 


Fons of Proposal, Balance Sheets, and every information can be obtained from any of the Society’s Agents, or of 


GEORGE CUTCLIFFE, Actuary AND SECRETARY, 
13, St. James’s-square, London, 8.W. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


10, FLEET STREET, TEMPLE BAR, LONDON, E.C. 





Trustees. 


Tue Ricut Hox. THE LORD CHANCELLOR. 

Tue Ricut Hon. THE LORD CAIRNS. 

Tue Ricut Hon. Str W. BOVILL, Lord Chief Justice C.P. 
Tue Ricut Hon. Sir EDWARD VAUGHAN WILLIAMS. 


Tue Hon. Str GEORGE ROSE. 
THOMAS WEBB GREENE, Esq., Q.C. 
JOHN OSBORNE, Esq., Q.C. 
EDWARD SMITH BIGG, Esq. 


ROBERT BAYLY FOLLETT, Esq., Taxing Master in Chancery. 





FINANCIAL POSITION ON JANUARY 1, 1870. 


Annual Income ............. 
Invested Funds ....... 
Existing Assurances ... 


£210,000 
1,583,000 
200,000 


eee eeeevere 





eeaereeeeere > 


gg ST ee oe ee ee 


Reversionary Bonus thereon........ £540,0 
Assurance Claims and Bonus paid.. 1,780, 
Share Capital fully subscribed .... 1,000, 
£160,000 


eee ee eeene 


Annual Accounts have always been published in full detail. 





SECURITY.—The Assurance Fund amounts to no less than seven times the total annual income. 


of a fully subscribed capital of £1,000,000. 
WHOLE-WORLD Px 
Residence then exists. Poli 


The further guarantee 


es granted for a single extra payment of 10s. per £100, where no Special Liability to Foreign 
ies on Lives of full age when Assured, after Five years’ existence without incurring extra charge 


for Foreign Licence, allow UNRESTRICTED RESIDENCE in any part of the World. 
NINE-TENTHS of the total Profits divisible every Five years amongst the Assured. A valuable provision for Policies 


becoming Claims between two divisions. 


Very moderate Non-Bonus Premiums. 


The GENERAL CONDITIONS of Assurance printed thereon are specially framed to secure to Policies ef the Society, when 


once issued, absolute freedom from all liability to future question. 


LOANS are Granted on Life Interests or Reversions. 


E. A, NEWTON, Actuary and Manager. 




















| 


ed fo 8 LIFE OFFICE, | 
43, St. James’s-street, and 110, Cannon-street, London. 
New Policies were issued in 1869 for £311,250, at an average of £680 | 
each. The Life and Annuity Funds connected with the Office exceed 
£600,600. Advances are made on Freeholds, &c.; also, to a limited | 
@ xtent, on first-class Personal Security. 
H. D. DAVENPORT, Secretary. 


ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 





(ps MUTUAL 
Established in 1829. 
TRUSTEES. 


Archbishop of Canterbury. The Lord Bishop Sumner. 
Archbishop of Dublin. The Archdeacon of Maidstone. 
Tota! existing sum assured upon life.... + £4,700,000 
Invested Capital in support of Assur: £1,750,000 
£180,000 
2 © ns paid. 
tal (accumulated quinquennially) is divided 
2A nce P s at the end of every fifth year. 
, will be due on tet Jane, 1971. 

Assurances may be effectel in this Society by Clergymen and 
their wives, and the near relations of Clergymen and of their wives, 
but By none others. 

Prospectnsca, &c,, and ‘‘ Hints to Clergymen on Matters of Life As- 
urance,” by the Kev. John Hodgson, may be had at the Office of the 
Society, No. 2, Broad Sanctuary, W 

JOHN 


seurar 


AW UNION FIRE 
4 COMPARY., 1%, Chane 
fally subscribed. Upwards of 25 
profession. 


Annual life premiur 


LIFE INSURANCE 
~Capital, One Million Sterling, 
elLolders, members of the legat 


and 


£50,008 





Anruai fire premiums apy 
Accamulated fand, exclusive of share eapital and fire 
fand, upwards of .... 
iovested in first-class y 
English Government Funds. } 
Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report, and annual balance- 
es, art every iss ow, Ment, yom free, on application to 
It. , LA tANK McOGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


N ILNER’S STRONG HOLDFAST AND FIRE- | 
4 KEAIBTING SAVES, Sruane oom Doons, &c., with all the 
ferent improvements Price Lists, Drawings, and Testimonials free | 
by pot. Livery, Manchester, Hheffiel4, and 47a, Moorgate-atrect, | 
Cty, London 


seeeeereoresoueseeeee toe 


209,900 
curities, reversionary interests, and | 


| In bottles, 2s. 


INHE AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 
BANKERS, 
Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & Co., and BANK OF ENGLAND. 


| Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 


Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 
Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 


| tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 


balance does not fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms viz.:— 

At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
At4 ditto ditto 6 ditto ditto 
At3 ditto ditto 3 ditto ditto 

ExceprionaL Rates for longer periods than twelve months, particulars 
of which may be obtained on application. 

BILLs issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sent 
or collection. 

Sates any Pourcnaseés effected in British and foreign securities, in 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken, 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised. 

Every other description of banking business and money agency, 
British and Indian, *ransacted. 

J. THOMSON, Chairman, 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ENRY GREEN (many yearswith the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 

the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 

of twenty-five years, in the special] insertion of all pro forma notices, &&., 

and hereby solicits their eontinued support.—N.B. One copy of advertise- 

ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured, 
File of “ London Gazette ” kept for reference. 


A STRINGENT LOZENGES OF THE RED 
_ GUM OF AUSTRALIA.—For Reiaxed Throat, in Bottles, 2s, 
MURIATE OF AMMONIA LOZENGES. 

Useful for Bronchitis, by loosening the phlegm and 

preventing violent fits of coughing. 

P. & P. W. SQUIRE, 
Chemints on the Establishment in Ordinary to 
THE QUEEN, 
(Gazetted August 4th, 1437-—-December 41st, 1867.) 
277, OX¥ORD STREET, LONDON. 





